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Abstract
This thesis presents a comparative study of three opera productions: Chinese American
director Chen Shi-Zheng’s production of a sixteenth-century Chinese Kunju opera, The
Peony Pavilion, in New York; Chinese director Zhang Yimou’s production of Turandot in
the Forbidden City of Beijing; and French director Frédéric Mitterrand's opera film
Madame Butterfly. Treating these productions as cross-cultural and transmedial events,
the thesis investigates the problematic of the “real” and the “verisimilar” in their
embodiments of “place” by plotting the way “place” is discursively formed through a
coding-decoding interaction between the production and the spectator. It further explores
the paradoxes and myths of spaces and places in these productions by considering that
which brings together the embodied form of drama fiction and the spectator’s world of
reality as a fantasy of place—at once a place for fantasy and fantasy as a place. This
fantasy of place is captured by the term “scene”—the place for the drama to be “put” as
in mise-en-scène. Based on my investigations, I argue that spatial relationships function
as a symbolic system of cultural conventions that determine our practice of everyday life.

Key words:

Fantasy of place, scene, spectator, spatial practices, opera, verisimilitude,

form-suasion, prosopopoeia, China, Chen Shi-Zheng, Zhang Yimou, Frédéric Mitterrand,
The Peony Pavilion, Turandot, Madame Butterfly.
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0. Introduction: Placing the Scene
“1 can take any empty space and call it a bare stage,” claims Peter Brook at the
beginning of his book The Empty Space (10). As suggested later in the same paragraph,
Brook’s claim is a criticism of conceptions of the theatre that keep it too close to the
cinema:
We talk of the cinema killing the theatre, and in that phrase we refer to the
theatre as it was when the cinema was bom, a theatre of box office, foyer, tip-up
seats, footlights, scene changes, intervals, music, as though the theatre was by
very definition these and little more. (10)
Brook’s “bare stage” both narrows and broadens this traditional view of theatre. On the
one hand, elements such as “footlights, scene changes, intervals, music,” etc., are rejected
as inessential for the theatre; on the other hand, the theatre goes beyond the limits of any
interiority, such as “box office, foyer” and “tip-up seats,” and reaches out to “any empty
space.” The Shakespearean director’s definition of the stage thus stresses the reversibility
of the Shakespearean topos “all the world is a stage,” by adding that “the stage is all the
world.” Implied in Brook’s confidence in his relation with space, however, is a
problematic important to our understanding of the cinema, the theatre and “the world.” In
what sense can the stage be “bare” and the space be “empty”? And in what sense can the
“emptiness” of space turn into the “bareness” of stage? To consider Brook’s own example:
“A man walks across this empty space whilst someone else is watching him, and this is
all that is needed for an act of theatre to be engaged” (10). First, the space in question is a
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space being watched. To what extent, then, is the emptiness conceivable without this
“someone else,” whose gaze makes it possible for the space to become a stage? Second,
the space is not a stage until “a man walks across” it; the moment it becomes a stage with
the walking man, it is no longer “bare.” To what extent, then, is the “bareness” of the
stage conceivable without foreshadowing the “act of theatre to be engaged”?
Peter Brook’s example of “a man walking across the empty space” as the theatre’s
content reveals the structure of drama fiction. Above all, “drama,” as suggested by the
word’s Greek origin, is “action.” Therefore it has a form of corporeality, taking up time
and space, as illustrated in the man walking. Yet this action of “a man walking” is
theatrical only when someone else watches it, with the awareness that this action is
independent of the watcher’s world of reality. In other words, this action is theatrical only
when it is determined as “fiction” in contrast with the reality of the spectator. That which
brings together the corporeal form of drama fiction and the spectator’s world of reality is
the “bare stage,” the place that represents “the empty space” before drama fiction takes
place.
Such questions raised by the “bare stage” illustrate the paradox of the stage as a
place, with respect to its relations with the drama fiction, the spectator and “the world” as
the space of the spectator’s reality. As a place, the stage is fantastic in two senses. First,
the stage is a place for fantasy. Despite differences in theatrical forms, drama always
constructs a fictional world, creating a fiction of place as concrete expression of the
temporality and spatiality of drama fiction. Second, the stage is fantastic as a place. The
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fictional world in question is not an empty space that exists independently of dramatic
events, but is gradually formed in the spectator’s eyes, with the development of the
dramatic narration. It is essentially an illusory, other world, in contrast to the spectator’s
world of reality.
The theatre, then, essentially depends on the inevitable paradox of the fantasy of
place. By “fantasy of place,” 1 mean the fictional world that is necessary for the drama to
“take place.” On the one hand, the stage is where the drama fiction takes “place” in the
theatre, providing the possibility for the fiction to gain a form of corporeality in the
material world. On the other hand, this “place” is not itself a material place. Different
from the spatial physicality of the stage that belongs to the material world, this place
belongs to a fictional geography and is part of the semiotic system of the drama. Yet no
material component of this semiotic system, not a single piece of wood or paper,
represents the place, because the place is a name and names are immaterial. How can
“Verona,” as the fictional place (fictional because it is the setting of the play, not the city
in reality) take material form on the stage as the place for the drama of Romeo and Juliet
except through an act of naming? And how can the drama of Romeo and Juliet be
possible without that name, since it is “in fair Verona” that “we lay our scene”? The
corporeality of the play, then, is tangible to the spectator in the material world only
through a bodiless signifier; this signifier is the stage as a place.
Indeed, the fantasy of place in question can be best represented by the term “scene,”
as in mise-en-scene. The fiction is not just placed into any empty physical space, but a
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scene of the theatre. The scene as the place for the drama to be “put in” (“where we lay
our scene”) is at once the place for the fiction and part of the fiction. Situated between the
immaterial and the material, this place provides a connection between the drama’s world
of fiction and the spectator’s world of reality. To stage the drama fiction is a spatial issue
of locating the “bareness” of stage in the “emptiness” of space, or, in a manner of
speaking, an issue of “placing the scene.”

0.1. Questions and objectives

1 would like to explore the paradoxes of “placing the scene” through three case
studies, Chinese-American director Chen Shi-Zheng’s production of the sixteenth-century
Chinese Kunju opera Mudan Ting or The Peony Pavilion in the Lincoln Center for
Performing Arts in New York (1999); Chinese director Zhang Yimou’s production of
Turandot in the Forbidden City in Beijing (1998); and French director Frédéric
Mitterrand’s opera film Madame Butterfly (1995).
Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion highlights the paradoxical relation between the
drama fiction and its corporeal form on the stage. In an interview, the director claims the
uniqueness of his production. “This piece was written in 1598,” says Chen. “It was a
controversy and sensation, that it was loved and hated by so many people in China.
Unfortunately, most of the work has been adapted and deleted, so for centuries nobody
has seen the entirety of this work until now” (Bonus on DVD). By the word

5

“unfortunately,” Chen regrets the “bad luck” of the play’s theatrical fiction: for four
hundred years, the play did not have a body “until now.” With 55 scenes and 403 arias,
the sixteenth-century Chinese kunqu opera The Peony Pavilion is often referred to as
antou xi or a “desktop play,” a term suggesting that the play as a whole is for reading
rather than for stage performance. The play was finished in 1597 and within a year it
appeared on the market in print. As a book for reading, The Peony Pavilion has enjoyed
great success. Since this 1598 “wanli woodcut edition,” it has been repeatedly reprinted
and republished, and has remained a bestseller. While it is true that the opera had not
been put on stage in its entirety, it should be understood that the staging of the play in
adapted selections was part of the performing tradition of the Chinese kunqu opera.
Indeed, for most of the chuanqi plays of the Ming and Qing dynasties, only adapted
selections—called zhezi xi, or “highlight scenes”—were put on stage. This separation of
the fiction in the entire play in the text and the performance on the stage was a
convention of kunqu opera performance. To enjoy fully the kunqu opera, the spectator
needs to be familiar with the theatrical fiction beforehand, probably through reading the
text, so that during the performance the spectator can focus intensively and exclusively
on the beauty of theatrical form in the singing and the dance, as well as the dramatic
poetry. Chen Shizheng’s Peony Pavilion, then, is not a production that returns to kunqu
opera’s tradition, but one that rebels against it. Chen’s insistence on the entirety of the
play on stage despite the tradition implies a belief that the real place for the play’s drama
fiction is not on the desktop or bookshelf, but on the stage. That is, the corporeal form on
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the stage is the only legitimate form for a play, as if the fiction of the play dwelt only in
the text like a ghost until resurrected in a body.
Zhang Yimou’s Turandot, on the other hand, highlights a “bodiless” aspect of the
drama fiction, the paradoxical proper name of the drama’s fictional setting. Puccini’s
opera Turandot has its setting in “China” for exotic effect. The title, and the female
protagonist’s name, the namesake of the opera, raise the problematic of proper names
with regard to the place of the opera’s fictional setting. Turandot, or Turandokht as in its
original form, means “Daughter of Turan”: the “Chinese” princess of the opera has a
name with a non-Chinese origin. Princess Turandot being an other not only to the
Western audience but also to the fictional setting, the drama fiction is displaced from the
very beginning. The idea of staging the opera in the Forbidden City in Beijing, as
indicated in the producers’ advertisement, is to produce the opera “on its original site.”
But what does “original site” mean here? With an already problematic fiction of place as
the opera’s setting, how does this production bring the opera’s drama fiction to its
“authentic” place? Does the site of production bring the exotic home or does the
production exoticize the site? Curiously enough, restricted by the architectural structure,
the stage set of this production doesn’t “look” as realistic as scenes constructed in opera
houses, such as those in Franco Zeffirelli’s 1987 production at the New York
Metropolitan Opera. Moreover, most of the “Chinese” characters in Zhang’s production
were played by artists from Europe and America. The scene of Zhang Yimou’s Turandot,
then, is not a place, but an immaterial placename. Through the legitimacy of the
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placename, the “site” production creates a “fantasy of place” by fictionalizing the
authentic Chinese palace, turning the place into a proper name that corresponds to the
opera’s fictive setting.
Cinematic work though it is, Frédéric Mitterrand’s Madame Butterfly is in a sense a
metamorphosed theatrical production, with the operatic stage translated to the cinematic
screen. On the one hand, the opera is filmed without many changes in its drama fiction,
because the opera’s drama fiction does not lend itself to adaptation. As a peculiar form of
theatre, opera has relatively less flexibility with the temporality of its drama fiction, since
the drama or action is determined by the strictly timed musical form. With the musical
form unchanged, the drama fiction is sustained through the translation. On the other hand,
the drama fiction’s form has clearly been changed, as illustrated in the way Mitterrand’s
Madame Butterfly pursues realistic effects to present a vision of the opera’s fictional
setting. Not only does the film re-create a 1904 Nagasaki on the screen, but it also stars
Chinese soprano Ying Huang as Cio-Cio-San instead of a non-Asian performer as in
many other productions of the same opera. By producing a realistic vision of early
twentieth-century Japan on the screen, however, the film conceals the real location where
the film was shot—a hilltop in Tunisia. Such realistic vision depends on the cinematic
device by which drama fiction comes down to the spectator through an in/corporeal
camera eye. With the corporeality of the theatrical form that is tangible to the spectator
withdrawn into an illusion-based cinematic vision, mise-en-scène becomes a kind of
trompe-l ’oeil, not only in the sense that the two-dimensional cinematic screen creates an
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illusionary three-dimensional view for the spectator, but more importantly in the sense
that such cinematic illusion “tricks” and replaces the spectator’s eye with a camera eye as
an agent of spatial perception.
The three case studies represent three aspects of the problematic of “placing the
scene,” which 1 will call respectively “the paradox of prosopopeia,” “the paradox of the
proper name,” and “the paradox of the cinematic trompe-l ’oeil." The paradox of
prosopopeia refers to the corporeal form of the world of fiction. Like any other mode of
fiction production, the theatre needs to give the immaterial fiction a form. This form of
theatrical fiction is not only a linguistic one, like that of verbal narrative, or an
audio-visual one, like that of film fiction, but has a corporeality that is tangible to the
spectator in the material world. The theatrical transformation from the immaterial fiction
to its corporeality in the material world follows the logic of prosopopeia, in the way the
theatrical corporeal form “makes the face” of the immaterial world of fiction. The
paradox of the proper name refers to the way the fictional setting of the drama fiction
functions as a place. As seen in “the Forbidden City in Beijing” in Zhang Yimou’s
Turandot, the place is no more than an empty proper name, a formless signifier that
represents nothing but itself. Yet it is only through the immaterial name that the drama’s
world of fiction is anchored to the spectator’s world of reality. The paradox of the
omnipresent camera eye lies in the cinematic mise-en-scene as trompe-l 'oeil, through
which the spectator in the cinema has a very different spatial relation with the drama
fiction from that in the theatre. Not that the world of fiction is put into the scene, but

9

rather that the spectator’s body as an agent of spatial perception is replaced by a camera
eye that is omnipresent in the fictional world. The idea of “bringing the drama fiction to
the real place” implied in these three paradoxes raises questions about the “real place” for
drama fiction: how does the immaterial drama fiction occupy a place in the world of
materiality? does the world of materiality by giving drama fiction a corporeal form make
it more real? how does the spectator in the world of materiality come to accept a place as
more real, by a legitimate name or a verisimilar illusion?
At first glance, the three cases in question might seem random and unrelated in
terms of their historical and cultural backgrounds, one a stage production of a late
sixteenth-century Chinese opera, the other two nineteenth-century Italian operas of
Puccini, one produced on site and the other on screen. Yet, as opera productions, all three
works belong to the turn of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries and reflect the
cultural conventions of “space” and “place” of our own time as a result of the history of
“globalization” since the fifteenth century, a historical process that has influenced and has
been influenced by the history of opera. Indeed, Chen’s production of a Chinese opera in
New York, Zhang’s production of an Italian opera in Beijing and Mitterrand’s film of an
opera telling the story of an American in Japan should all be seen as intercultural and
border-crossing phenomena of our time.
My study of these productions aims to provide a better understanding of not only the
theatrical stage and the cinematic screen, but also the notions of “space” and “place.”
Through an examination of the representation of place in Chen’s Peony Pavilion, Zhang’s
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Turandot and Mitterrand’s Madame Butterfly, this thesis investigates the fantasy of place
in relation to spectatorship. It argues that the discursive formation of spatial corporeality
in theatre and film is determined by spatial orders as cultural conventions, through the
coding-decoding interaction between the production and the spectator and in response to
the spectator’s desire for the “real place.”

0.2. Space in opera and opera in space

The cross-cultural and trans-medial paradoxes of these three opera productions with
respect to their setting and location/means of production are immediately apparent: an
American-Chinese director’s production of a late-sixteenth-century Chinese theatrical
work for a late twentieth-century New York audience, with its stage set in the form of a
traditional private garden in a western modernist building, and presenting the traditional
music-drama performance as “opera” with all the term’s possible implications for an
audience familiar with the conventions of western opera; a Chinese film director’s
production of an early twentieth-century Italian opera in the Forbidden City of Beijing,
presenting the venue of production as the materialization of the opera’s exotic fictional
setting; a French director’s film production of a Puccini opera well-known for its
Orientalist sexual myth, that makes few changes to the operatic text, presenting a
cinematic vision of the opera’s setting in the early twentieth-century Japanese treaty port
of Nagasaki and starring Chinese soprano Huang Ying as the Japanese female protagonist
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for a more verisimilar ethnic appearance. With such paradoxical representation of the
fictional setting of opera drama in the name of a “place,” through either the material
construction on site / stage, or illusive construction on the cinematic screen, the three
opera productions provide an ideal field for investigating spatial notions, with exotic
otherness and Asiatic-Western imbrications of these events highlighted by the
hyberbolized and stylized nature of opera as an artistic expression.
Paradoxes in these opera productions can be examined by means of opera analysis
that Carolyn Abbate and Roger Parker suggest in their introduction to Analyzing Opera:
Verdi and Wagner: an analysis that “uncover[s] something beyond or behind the mere
sonic surface” (2), which “reveals the imperfect, the ambiguous, the illogical” by
scrutinizing opera’s peculiarity in “its clash of systems” that “can produce incongruities
and extravagant miscalculations” (24).The paradoxes in question characterize precisely
“incongruities and extravagance” with respect to place, space and nation, in the process
of space in opera (fictional space as opera’s setting) represented through opera in space
(physical space as opera production’s set).
Indeed, spatial paradoxes can be nowhere more evident than in opera’s performance
space as a “clash of systems.” In Unsettling Opera: Staging Mozart, Verdi, Wagner, and
Zemlinsky, David J. Levin regards Abbate and Parker’s idea of opera analysis as a
“conceptual framework” of opera’s “characteristic peculiarity, imperfection, ambiguity,
and logic,” implying “a series of signal transformation” from “work” to “text” and from
“text” to “performance,” through which “opera has emerged as an agitated or unsettled
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site of signification, one that encompasses multiple modes of expression and necessitates
new modes of reading” (2-3). The implication here is: in the transformation from work to
performance, opera’s peculiarity can be materialized only in a performance space. What
Levin finds “unsettling” about opera’s peculiarity lies precisely in the construction of
opera’s performance space as a “site of signification,” through clashes of musical, poetic
and dramatic discourses in their representation of opera’s fictional setting. In this process,
no doubt, opera’s peculiarity sheds more light on spatial notions than anything else.
Such unsettling moments are best exemplified in Samuel Weber’s reading of two
scenes in the Frankfurt Opera’s staging of Aida in January 1981, in his essay “Taking
Place: Toward a Theater of Dislocation.” The production of Aida in question opens with
excessive drama that accompanies the overture, presenting “a certain moment in what
seems to be a dream...,” when Radames, “dressed in the civilian clothes of a
nineteenth-century European businessman... seizes a shovel to dig the earth, or rather, to
tear up the floorboards of the stage, bringing to light first sand, then a sword, and finally
the sculpted head of Aida” (107). Later, the production presents the “triumphal scene” at
the beginning of Act Two with the tableau of “the chorus assembled as the elegant
audience gathered for the opening night of Aida at La Scala in 1872” (123). Examining
the way these two scenes “offend a substantial segment of the audience” (107), Weber
theorizes the relationship between the spectacle and the spectator, in terms of “the opera
lover’s” narcissistic desire.
In this mode of reading, opera’s peculiarity with respect to incongruity, extravagance,
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hyperbole, exoticism, etc., is understood as a structure of identification. “If audiences
identify with opera today,” Weber points out, “it is precisely because of its distance, not
in spite of it. Such identification is the result of the exotic artificiality built into operatic
form and expected from it. To remind audiences therefore that what they are watching is
not reality but a mere show would be utterly superfluous” (116). That is why spectacles in
the Frankfurt Opera’s Aida would make the audience uneasy: not because “recognition is
thereby rendered impossible,” but rather because “it is made all too possible” (116).
Functioning as devices that distance the audience from its world of “reality,” Opera’s
incongruity and extravagance, or in Weber’s terms, the “exotic artificiality” in “operatic
form,” can be established nowhere but in a specific space as a site of meaning production,
which not only physically accommodates both the performance and the audience, but also
engages performativity and spectatorship as socio-cultural systems. Two major questions
addressed in Weber’s examinations of the two scenes are particularly illuminating for our
understanding of the dialectic of space in opera and opera in space: embodiment of the
fictional world in the physical performance space, and such embodiment’s functions of
signification in socio-cultural spaces.
The first question lies in the materiality of opera’s stage set. As Weber rightly
observes, the Frankfurt Opera’s opening of Aida brings the audiences’ attention to the
physical aspects of the performance space, highlighting the materiality of the spectacle as
representation of opera’s fictional setting:
when Radames takes the shovel—which, with oneiric incongruity, just happens to
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As part of a theatrical action, the floorboard that Radames digs up is no less fictional than
any other part of the stage set. Only through the spectator’s self-identification with
Ramades as a viewer of Aida does the fictional dramatic action point to the materiality of
the scene.
With Ramades’s action of digging, the opening scene features an effect of
bidirectional fictionalization. On the one hand, the stage floorboards represent part of a
dramatic fiction (earth that Ramades digs); on the other hand, the earth in this fictional
scene in turn refers back to the stage floorboard as part of the stage set, a physical space
to accommodate fiction. In this sense, the performance space of this scene is established
upon a materiality not independent from, but, on the contrary, dependent upon the
dramatic fiction. What this opening of Aida unsettles here, then, is the materiality of the
mutual space for both the performance and the audience, which is more a discursive
construction than anything else. As Weber rightly points out, “the material basis of the
operatic spectacle thus becomes part of the performance. And that materiality includes
not merely the actual floorboards of the stage, but the entire social system upon which the
theater depends” (117). That is, the materiality of the scene is not physical by itself, but is
constructed in the audience’s spatial perception as a mode of reading.
This brings us to the second question addressed in Weber’s discussion of the
Frankfurt Opera’s Aida. As a space not only material but also discursive, this site of
representation, shared by the performance and the audience, involves clashes of not only
symbolic but also socio-cultural systems. As Weber points out, the sword and sculpture in
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the opening scene do not only connote “glory and art, power and love”; the meaning of
these props can never be innocent of their implication of “the Orient” to the audience, by
which the whole scene calls attention to the question of “nation” in the opera: “Why does
a nineteenth-century, upper-middle-class person dream of digging up an ancient Egyptian
sword and the head of an Ethiopian princess—and then write an opera about them?”

( 122).
Here is another thing unsettled by the opening scene, questioning the pleasure of
opera in relation to nation. In their introduction to The Work o f Opera, Richard Dellamora
and Daniel Fischlin find parallels between opera and nation. On the one hand, “[n]ations
embody and refract desire; that is, like opera, they give shape to the pleasures and pains,
the mystifications and material effects that are a product of desire.” On the other hand,
“desire, like opera, is mediated by the politics of community and the individuals who
articulate the apparent collectivity of the desires that constitute nation” (2). According to
this view, opera and nation are parallel to each other as ideological articulation:
The potent seductions of nationhood entail a symbolic discourse by which an
apparently natural will (of the people, of a leader)—deemed the national, formed
of shared language, common geography, ethnicity, vision of the future, and so
forth—produces the phantasm of collectivity that becomes nation. Thus nation is
illusion materialized and requires a symbolic language by which the imagination
of nation becomes thinkable and enters into the realm of representation. Opera
figures in such a symbolic landscape in a number of ways. (2)
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Throughout the composing and performing history of the opera Aida, such symbolic
discourse as ideological articulation has been predominant through spatial notions, both
in opera’s fictional setting, which “gives shape to a symbolic landscape by producing and
contributing to myths of national authenticity and legitimacy” (Dellamora and Fischlin 3),
and in opera’s performance, at once a material and socio-cultural site or representation
shared by the performance and the audience.
In Culture and Imperialism, Edward Said discusses Verdi’s making of “an
Orientalized Egypt” (121). The opera was particularly composed for Cairo,
commissioned by Ismail Pasha, Khedive of Egypt and Sudan, and Verdi eventually
accepted the offer that he originally turned down mainly because the project attracted him
with “an Egyptian outline” that “offers a splendid mise-en-scene" (115). For Verdi, then,
the Egyptian setting is not so much historical or geographic as aesthetic, through which
he aims to create a Wagnerian style, “a theatrical presentation removed and isolated in
such a way as to impress the audience with a novel blend of authority and verisimilitude”
(117). For such an effect of “authority and verisimilitude,” Verdi collaborated with
Auguste Mariette, a renowned French Egyptologist, who wrote scenarios for the opera
mostly based on Napoleon’s Description de I ’Egypte, in which “the temples and palaces
were reproduced in an orientation and perspectives that staged the actuality of ancient
Egypt as reflected through the imperial eye” (118).
Here Said finds the Egyptian in Aida consonant “with what Stephen Bann, in The
Clothing o f Clio, has called ‘the historical composition of place’ in historical writers like
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Walter Scott and Byron. The difference is that Verdi could and indeed, for the first time in
European opera, did avail himself of Egyptology’s historical vision and academic
authority” (117). Thus, pointing out Aida's setting as not so much “Egyptian” as
“Egyptological,” Said unveils the problematic of the idea of “authority and authenticity”
in the opera’s place:
Clearly we should conclude that Cairo could not long sustain Aida as an opera
written for an occasion and a place it seemed to outlive, even as it triumphed on
Western stages for many decades. Aida's Egyptian identity was part of the city’s
European façade, its simplicity and rigor inscribed on those imaginary walls
dividing the colonial city’s native from its imperial quarters. Aida is an aesthetic
of separation... Aida for most of Egypt, was an imperial article de luxe purchased
by credit for a tiny clientele whose entertainment was incidental to their real
purpose. (129)
Said’s examination of the oriental image in Aida's history would help us better
understand the Frankfurt Opera’s staging of Aida, particularly with respect to the
production’s narrative frame in a nineteenth-century European businessman’s dream,
echoed in the production’s beginning of Act Two, with a “mirror image” of “the original
first-night audience of the opera’s European premiere at La Scala” (Weber 107). Here the
production refers, implicitly in the opening scene and explicitly in the “triumphal scene,”
to the Italian premiere at La Scala on February 8, 1872, rather than the earlier world
premiere in Cairo’s Khédivial Opera House. One of the implications of this choice is that

19

Aida is not so much an opera for Cairo as geographic site, as for Cairo as an oriental
image for European audiences. What the mirror-image of spectatorship thus highlights is
the fact that performance space is by no means isolated in its representation of the
fictional word; rather it is always situated in the physical and social spaces of the
spectator’s world of reality.
In light of Weber’s discussion of the Frankfurt Opera’s Aida and Said’s critical
review of Aida as a cultural activity in history, the operatic scene can be understood in
terms of the materiality of the scene as a discursive construction by the audience as a site
of meaning production. What we see in the Frankfurt Opera’s representation of Aida's
setting as a place, in its narrative frame and in its references to the spectator’s
self-identification, is a twofold structure of the operatic scene, which I will call the
“embodiment of the opera fiction’s corporeality.” According to the Merriam-Webster
Collegiate Dictionary, to “embody” is not only “to give a body to,” but also “to make
concrete and perceptible.” To embody the opera fiction, then, is more than just to give
shape to the physical, material form of the opera fiction in the performance space. More
importantly, it involves making the opera fiction’s corporeality “perceptible,” which
depends on the audience’s participation, with spatial notions of one or more
socio-cultural systems at work.
In a specific instance of opera production, these spatial notions are reflected in the
representation of fictional setting as accommodation for opera drama, in geographical
references with all their socio-cultural implications, and in the performer’s and
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spectator’s bodies engaged with fictional, physical and social spaces. The scene occupies
space and thereby shares space with the performer and the spectator in both
physico-empirical and discursive terms. In other words, the scene produces socio-cultural
spaces through the spatial practices of the performer and the spectator. In this sense,
studies of the scene in spatial terms explore the question of the embodiment of the
fictional world, with respect to the bodies of the performer and spectator as entities
engaged in socio-spatial practices.
In Staging Consciousness: Theater and the Materialization o f Mind, William
Demastes evokes the materiality and corporeality peculiar to theatrical performance:
“Theater is a concrete reality that sparks an ‘essence’ through a process we often call
‘magic.’ But it isn’t magic at all, at least not in the traditional sense. Rather, a sort of
spiritual something more has resulted from the emergent combining of numerous material
something less." This magic—this creative power of theatre—characterizes a process of
materialization in the physical space: “In the theater the invisible is made visible; the
immaterial is made material in a genuine and not just metaphorical sense’’ (9). As Heidi
Nast and Steve Pile point out in the Introduction to Places through the Body, “since we
are alive, we must have bodies. And, since we have bodies, we must be some place.”
Thus we have the “urgent need to look at the relationship between bodies and places, not
because of an academic requirement to sort out paradoxes, but because the ways in which
we live out body/place relationships are political” (1-2). The same can be said about the
materiality and spatiality of the scene: the scene must have bodies, in two senses. First,
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the scene must be materialized into a corporeal form; second the materialization of the
fictional world involves the bodies of both the performer and the spectator. In both senses,
the scene must be some place—the same kind of place our bodies take. On the other hand,
as Judith Butler has argued in Gender Trouble, “the body is performative”: “it has no
ontological status apart from the various acts which constitute its reality” (136). The
body-place reciprocity in performance space thus reflects the body-space nexus in the
“(social) production of (social) space.” Spatial studies of the scene as embodiment of the
fictional world thus reflect the same “urgent need to look at the relationship between
bodies and places” and for the same reason: “the ways in which we live out body/place
relationships are political.”
By sharing the same physico-empirical and discursive space, the corporeality of the
fictional world and the bodies of the performer and the spectator collaborate to provide
the fictional world with a medium of materiality such as that which Daniel Tiffany
interprets in Toy Medium as a “medium that is inescapably informed by the pictures that
we compose of it”: “We are confronted with the idea that a material body, insofar as its
substance can be defined, is composed of pictures, and that the conventional equation of
materialism and realism depends on the viability of the pictures we use to represent an
invisible material world” (9). Studies of the scene as a medium of materiality should thus
shed light on the scene’s function as a mode of meaning production, at once as a space for
representation and a space as representation.
In Space in Performance, Gay McAuley has discussed at length the theatrical space
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as shared by representation of the fictional world, the performer and the spectator.
McAuley divides “spatial functions in theatrical performance” (24) into five areas: “the
theatre space” as “the social reality of the theatre experience” (24-5); “the physical
reality/fictional place duality” consisting of “the stage space,” “the representational
space,” and “fictional place” (27-29); “location and fiction” that “[highlights] the fact that
the fictional place functions according to its location in relation to the physical reality of
the performance space” (30); “the textual space” as “recognition of the spatial structures
contained in the playtext and their importance in the genesis of the performance,” a
“spatial system” consisting of “geographical and other place names, references to objects,
descriptions of place and space, verbs of movement and other indications of proxemic
relationship,” and “even prepositional phrases” (32); “the thematic space” that “brings
together all the spatial signs and all the spatial functions from the other categories,”
structuring an integration in which meaning emerges (33). In this “taxonomy of spatial
function in the theatre” (fig. 1,25), according to McAuley,
the first spatial fact is the theatre building itself, whether this be a purpose built
edifice used exclusively for theatrical performance or a building originally designed
for some other purpose that has been adapted for theatre or a multipurpose cultural
center that includes a theatre (or, as is commonly the case today, several rather
different theatres). The building, as it exists within or outside the urban space, in
relation to other buildings and the activities associated with them, the connotations
of its past history, its architectural design, and the kind of access it invites or denies,
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are all part of the experience of theatre for both practitioners and spectators, and
affect the way performance is experienced and interpreted. (24-25)
By pointing out the significance of the theatre building as a social reality, McAuley’s
taxonomy sheds light on the nature of the space for the representation of the theatrical
fiction as a shared space. Theatrical representation of the fictional world does not just
take place in a performance space; nor is it established at any isolated site; rather,
theatrical representation of the fictional world always takes place in a space as part of
social reality, in a nexus of spatial, historical and symbolic relationships.
With this understanding of the materiality and corporeality of the scene as
embodiment of the fictional world, performativity and spectatorship can be examined in
the way Nigel Thrift suggests in “Performance and Performativity: A Geography of
Unknown Lands,”
Perhaps the best way of thinking about performance is as a cultural store of
expressive longings, sometimes explicitly articulated, sometimes, like a lover’s
glance across a room, left unsaid. And these longings are not by any means always
in the cognitive domain. Many of them are only expressed as prereflexive signs,
little mo(ve)ments of affect pointing towards something without being able to say
what it is. (129)
Indeed, not only performance as a whole should be thought about in this way, but
particularly performance space can and should be considered in terms of “a cultural store
of expressive longings” articulated explicitly or as prereflexive signs.
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As entities engaged in social activities and as agents of spatial perception, the
performer’s and the spectator’s physical presence at the site of production is, like the
theatre space, not isolated from social realities on a broader scale. Thus, the performer’s
and the spectator’s bodies play a significant part in what Thrift calls a cultural store.
In the article “Postmodern Performance and Technology,” Johannes Birringer
describes the performing body in terms of social space:
The crucial limit or out-line in the theatre used to be, and still is, the actor’s
body—the source of action, the place of articulation, where language, history, the
world outside [bodiliness] is incorporated, where something will be shown that the
spectator can perceive in reciprocal relation to the scale of proportion offered by the
body. The performing body, however subjected to the conventions of viewing and to
the discursive and representational structures from within which it speaks, is the
primary physical condition for a shared experience of the social relations of the
theatre. (228)
Here Birringer has highlighted the performing body as a site of embodiment. Confronted
with these bodily and spatial features of theatrical performance, the audience is engaged
at a site of physico-spatial experience of socio-cultural relationships. Physically present at
the site of production, the spectator doubtless has a spatially charged way of seeing. In
The Audience, Herbert Blau discusses voyeurism in theatre spectatorship, a visual
experience different from that of watching a film in the cinema, because of the peculiar
participatory space in the theatre, which makes it possible for the performer to “[breach]
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the frame that ordered things by sight, to physically engage or literally embrace the
audience” (84). Not only is spectatorship engaged at the site spatially through
participatory space, but also it is specified in time, as Susan Bennett has pointed out in
Theatre Audiences'.
Unlike the printed text, a theatrical performance is available for its audience only in
a fixed time period. Furthermore, the event is not a finished product in the same way
as a novel or poem. It is an interactive process, which relies on the presence of
spectators to achieve its effects. A performance is, of course, unlike a printed work,
always open to immediate and public acceptance, modification, or rejection by those
people it addresses. (67-68)
These spatial and temporal engagements with social reality mark what Nick Kaye calls
the “site-specificity” of performativity and spectatorship at the site of production.
Kaye explains “site-specificity” in terms of the way a “‘site-specific work’ might
articulate and define itself through properties, qualities or meanings produced in specific
relationships between an ‘object’ or ‘event’ and a position it occupies.’’- “After the
‘substantive’ notion of site, such site-specific work might even assert a ‘proper’
relationship with its location, claiming an ‘original and fixed position’ associated with
what it is” (1). Therefore, the spatial interactions between the performing body and the
spectating body at the specific site produces a location as the materialization of the
discursive and ideological implications of the “theatre space” as social reality.
One way to understand the site-specificity of performativity and spectatorship is to

26

see the specific site of the audience in terms of the cultural geographic term “landscape,”
as James Hay does in “The Place of the Audience: Beyond Audience Studies.” According
to Hay, ““As part of an ethic of inquiry, landscape thus serves as a reminder that the
production of knowledge-its merit, veracity, and acceptance-depends upon the
privileging of certain social practices out of everyday life and certain techniques for
explaining them” (361), and “audience” can be understood as “a way of recognizing, of
studying, and (of some) of explaining a particular activity amidst this landscape” (362).
For Hay, landscape “is a consequence and a condition of social structure and mobility”
(368), because society “is spatially structured through names and words, just as the city is
divided, its various points organized, through language.” Thus, “that structure is always
contingent and deferred, while reading (audiencing) is productive-in a materialist sense
of spaces” (368).
It is precisely such material and bodily functions of performativity and spectatorship
that bring spatial perception and social relations together into the “theatre space” as a
cultural space. In his “Introduction” to Toward a Theory o f Interculturalism in Theatre,
Patrice Pavis writes, “The body of the actor is the site where hesitant flesh instantly
transforms itself into more or less readable hieroglyphics, where the person takes on the
value of a sign or artefact in surrendering to a situation. The user of a culture indicates
how it functions by revealing its codification and convention” (250). The performing
body’s function as “readable hieroglyphics” inevitably involves the spectator’s presence
at the specific site of production. Thereby, the “theatre space”-the materiality and
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corporeality of the scene in a space shared with all possible social relationships-is
presented not only as a site but also as a production for cultural consumption.
As Mercedes Viale Ferrero points out in “Stage and Set,” “It is an obvious fact that
operas are performed in a theatrical space that includes a set”: “The performance takes
place in a real space that is (usually) a stage, which is made out of tangible materials and
covers a given area that can be defined in mathematical terms and represented graphically.
However, this same stage also conjures up a fictitious space in which the events
represented take place” (1). That is, as a particular form of theatrical production, opera
production involves the same set of questions about the scene as embodiment of the
fictional world, with respect to spatiality, materiality and visuality. The space of the
operatic “auditorium” is then, not unlike what McAuley calls “theatre space,” despite
“the fact that opera itself comprises various genres requiring different types of spectacles
that may vary according to time, context, audience, theatrical organization, and so on”
(3).
It is based on the above theoretical considerations of the phenomenon of “the opera
performance in a theatrical space” that my study treats the three opera productions in
question as cross-cultural and transmedial events, seeing the scene as a site to embody
(not just to give shape to, but more importantly to make perceptible) opera’s fictional
setting, in a performance space inseparable from social reality and history. This thesis is
not music criticism; nor is it just literary or theatre criticism. Rather, the thesis focuses on
spatial aspects of these events, taking its perspective from the theoretical framework of
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cultural studies, involving knowledge and ideas at the intersection of various theoretical
contexts. As Rhiannon Mason has pointed out, “Contemporary cultural theory argues that
we inhabit culture in the sense that we share a certain amount of knowledge and
understanding about our environment with others. We share ‘cultural maps,’ as Stuart
Hall puts it, although membership of groups and communities is in itself a complex issue.
The existence of shared cultural maps involves making judgments about cultural
practices or products and their value, status, and legitimacy. By implication, this confers
or denies value and status to their producers, owners, and consumers” (18). Seeing spatial
concepts in our practice of everyday life as part of our shared cultural maps, the thesis
examines the idea of “real place” in the three opera productions in terms of cultural
values, with a focus on inconsistency, paradoxes and conflicts of spatial knowledge as
cultural mapping in these cross-cultural and transmedial events.

0.3. Placing the scene: from skene to mise-en-scene

In the article “Exile, Nomadism, and Diaspora: The Stakes of Mobility in the
Western Canon,” John Durham Peters writes,
The source of the English scene, skene, once referred to the theatrical stage in
classical Greece. Initially a booth built to house the actors... The primal scene,
then, is quite literally a tent: the place of theater is a temporary dwelling raised
for that purpose. Mise en scène etymologically means “putting into a tent,”
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creating conditions for the drama to unfold. The skènè combines the
transportation of the tent and the transport of fantasy. As an apparatus for
performance, the Greek skènè invites mental travel in the realm of identity, as
actors project themselves into fictional roles and audiences identify with them;
thanks to the skènè, people momentarily are transported into identities not their
own. The ancient skènè was a machine for travel across space, time, and
identities. (26-27)
With a rich etymology, as Peters has elaborated above, the term “scene” denotes both
space for theatrical fantasy, and space for social relations. In this sense, in contemporary
theatre and cinema, the term mise en scène is still charged with the etymological meaning
of “putting into a tent.” On the one hand, the theatrical fantasy is put not only onto an
isolated stage, but at the same time into a “theatre space.” That is, the fantasy is put into a
“tent” in the sense of architectural space as part of the space of social reality. On the other
hand, not only the theatrical fantasy, but also the performing and spectating bodies are put
into this space of social relations as “a temporary dwelling place.”
In my thesis, I use the term “scene” with all its implications from the classical Greek
skènè to contemporary theatrical and cinematic mise en scène. Seeing the scene primarily
as “a fantasy of place” and “a place for fantasy,” the thesis focuses on the sites of the
three opera productions as a space for cross-cultural and transmediai events. The thesis as
a whole can be thought of as a synthetic exploration of the problematic of the scene,
structured in such a way that it deals with paradoxes.
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Chapter One, “The Scene in Literature, Theatre, and Opera,” aims to establish a
theoretical point of departure, with focus on literary and aesthetic questions of the scene.
It examines the embodiment of the fictional world in literature, theatre and cinema, with
focus on the question of the vrai and the vraisemblable in relation to the corporeal form
of the fictional world as a rhetorical effect of the “theatrical language,” a system of
thing-signifiers. Chapter One also explains the operatic scene as a particular form of the
theatrical scene, with respect to the tropological as well as topological embodiment of the
opera production as a corporeal form based on both figurative and spatial rhetorical
effects on the audience.
Chapter Two, “The Scene on Stage,” is devoted to an examination of the paradox of
prosopopeia-a structure of the physical space occupied by the symbolic as the essential
aspect of the scene. It looks closely at the embodiment of place in Chen Shi-Zheng’s
Peony Pavilion at the Lincoln Center for Performing Arts in New York, with a focus on
the controversy provoked by the director’s claim that the production was the first time
this lat sixteenth-century Chinese music-drama had been put on stage in its entirety.
Chapter Three, “The Scene on Site,” sketches the paradox of the proper
name-tropological connections between the name and the thing through the audience as
perceiving bodies in the site production, as seen in Zhang Yimou’s production of
Turandot at the Forbidden City in Beijing. Problematizing the idea of the Forbidden City
as the “original setting” of Puccini’s opera Turandot, the chapter describes the way the
discursive power of “authenticity” and “legitimacy” is constructed through the effect of
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ideological laws on the performing bodies, the perceiving body, and corporeality of the
site as physical space.
Chapter Four, “The Scene on Screen,” discusses the paradox of the cinematic
trompe-l'oeil, as seen in the embodiment of place in Frédéric Mitterrand’s opera film
Madame Butterfly, with a focus on the significance of the visual in opera productions as
seen in the opera film. In a study of the dialectic between the operatic and the cinematic
in the opera film’s presentation of the opera’s setting with its interior-exterior spatiality,
the chapter shows how the cinematic rhetoric constructs the character Madame Butterfly
as embodiment of the operatic space in a discursive relationship with a worldview full of
sexual, ideological and political implications.
The thesis concludes with “Displacing the Scene,” in which the paradoxes of
prosopopeia, the proper name and the cinematic trompe-l ’oeil are theorized with respect
to the question of representation in spatial terms.
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1. The Scene in Literature, Theatre, and Opera
As peculiar forms of theatre and cinema, stage opera productions and opera films
provide ideal fields for the investigation of the paradoxes of “placing the scene”
discussed in the Introduction. With the musical form anchoring the opera fiction to a less
flexible, if not fixed, temporality, opera production mainly depends on spatial
manipulations, which generate surplus meanings, or rather, surplus drama, that is, drama
grafted on the opera fiction’s temporality without semantic link with the opera fiction’s
semiotic surface. Indeed, all theatrical productions depend on such surplus drama, with
their corporeal form beyond the dramatic fiction’s semantic control. Such surplus drama
is parallel to the fictional world generated in the reader’s mind in the reading process, and
thus reveals the mechanics of meaning production in spectatorship as a peculiar type of
reading. A study of the operatic scene as a particular scene, therefore, provides an
opportunity of seeing opera as theatre and theatre as literature, since the operatic scene as
the fantasy of place for the opera fiction to be “put in” involves questions of both the
fictional world in literature and the corporeal form of the fictional world in theatre.
As a mode of meaning production, opera as theatre and as literature depends on the
fantasy of place that provides scenes for the opera’s fictional world to be “put in.” The
function of this operatic scene, just like the fantasy of place in all other theatrical forms,
depends on both the spectator’s awareness that it is not real and the spectator’s reception
of it as verisimilar. As theoretical preparation for further analyses of the dialectic of the
“real place” and the “verisimilar representation of place” in Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony
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Pavilion, Zhang Yimou’s Turandol and Frédéric Mitterrand’s Madame Butterfly, I will
review pivotal issues concerned with the operatic scene, seeing opera as theatre and
theatre as literature in this chapter. I will start by exploring the logic of the scene in the
theatre in general, taking into account the literary approaches to the vrai and the
vraisemblable in relation to the corporeal form of the fictional world, followed by an
examination of the vraisemblable of the fictional world as a rhetorical effect of language.
I will then consider the vraisemblable of the theatrical scene in terms of the rhetoricality
of the “theatrical language.” Finally, I will examine the operatic scene as a peculiar form
of the theatrical scene.

1.1. Vraisemblance : meaning production as everyday practice

The real (vrai) and the verisimilar (vraisemblable) have been thought of as a binary
in the history of literature and literary criticism since French neo-classicism. In the article
“Principles of Judgment: Probability, Decorum, Taste, and the je ne sais quoi," Michael
Moriarty reviews the “link between the notion of vraisemblance as a criterion of artistic
validity and ethical judgments” in the context of la querelle du Cid. As Moriarty points
out, the term vraisemblance was used “to denote the realm of general truth... which
Aristotle identifies as the object of poetry” (522). That is, since its origin in the history of
literary criticism, the vraisemblable has always been placed in opposition to the vrai, in
accordance with Aristotle’s distinction between “the general truth” and “the historical
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truth.” The vraisemblable is not based on any vrai to which the artistic production can be
semblable. Rather, the vrai of the historical truth and the vraisemblable of the general
truth belong to two different spheres of judgment.
It is probably because of this difference in judgment that Moriarty reviews
vraisemblance in terms of principles of judgment applied in artistic creation, as suggested
in the distinction he makes between two kinds of content in the notion of vraisemblance:
“The notion of vraisemblance (probability)...has both a technical content, indicating to
the poet how to secure the audience’s engagement with the text, and a more ideological
content, referring to the social and moral ideas in virtue of which the work will be
judged” (522). These two kinds of content correspond, then, to two different kinds of
judgment. The technical content is concerned with literary judgments, whereas the
ideological content, as Moriarty explains later in the article, is linked with moral
judgments (522). In the notion of vraisemblance, then, the audience’s literary judgments
of the text at the individual, empirical level are combined with the society’s moral
judgments at the collective, ideological level. “What this means,” according to Moriarty,
“is that the notion of vraisemblance can exercise a pragmatic function of ideological
censorship in confirming ‘public opinion,’ or even a set of stereotypes equated with
public opinion, reinforcing on the imaginary level the power-relationships of everyday
life” (523).
Moriarty is certainly right about the function of ideological censorship exercised by
the notion of vraisemblance. A problem with this understanding of the structure of
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vraisemblance, however, lies in the way this censorship works, as suggested in the
vagueness and unfathomableness of “public opinion.” It is the same “public opinion” that
serves as horizon for both the poet’s creation and the audience’s reception. In the former
case, public opinion is embodied in the expectation of the “ideal audience,” whose
“engagement” steers the concern of the “technical content.” In the latter case, public
opinion is embodied in social and literary conventions, which in turn consolidate the
ideological determination in individuals’ expectation for the vraisemblable. In such
indications, “public opinion” represents a voice that has authority over individual
practices through an otherness, not because of its collectiveness, but in its anonymity.
“Public opinion,” of course, can never appear as anything more than “a set of
stereotypes.” In other words, it is never “public opinion” but always “a set of stereotypes”
that indicates in the name of “public opinion.” It is only through equation with “public
opinion” that these stereotypes gain a discursive power. Yet by taking the name of “public
opinion,” these stereotypes withdraw into anonymity.
“Public opinion” as such is characteristic of “metaphors of a linguistic dissemination
which no longer has an author but becomes the discourse or indefinite citation of the
other,” to borrow Michel de Certeau’s description of the “masses” in The Practice o f
Everyday Life (1). In de Certeau’s terms, “public opinion” represents the strategic logic
behind the individual’s activity of reading as tactical practice. In this understanding of
“public opinion” as the site of interactive “force-relationships” (de Certeau xix) among
audience, artistic production and society, the notion of vraisemblance is too complex to

36

be simply reduced to such a dichotomy as that of the “technical” and the “ideological.”
Rather, all “force-relationships” concerned with the notion of the vraisemblable in a
socio-historical context belong to the same semiotic matrix, which Moriarty construes as
“the imaginary level.” This “imaginary level” of the everyday can be read in the same
way as that of artistic production in its own cultural network, since the same semiotics is
at work.
The embodiment of “place” in theatrical production provides an instance of the
“imaginary level” that follows the logic of the same semiotic system in both artistic
production and everyday practice. The spectator’s judgment of theatrical embodiment of
place in terms of the vrai and the vraisemblable can be understood in de Certeau’s
description of the tactical activity of reading as a mode of “silent production,” with “the
drift across the page, the metamorphosis of the text effected by the wandering eyes of the
reader, the improvisation and expectation of meanings inferred from a few words.” As a
peculiar practice of reading, the spectatorship of the embodiment of place in theatrical
production has more dimensions than the reader-page interaction, because of the
corporeal form of the drama fiction. Unlike the readers’ “wandering eyes” that “drift
across” the metaphorical space of the text on the “page,” those of the spectator drift
across a space of materiality on the stage, where not only “a few words” but also a whole
system of visual and audio signs is ready to trigger “improvisation and expectation of
meanings.”
The additional dimensions of the theatrical corporeal form characterize an expansion
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from the metaphorical space to the space of everyday practice, as suggested in de
Certeau’s metaphorization of the procedure of reading as meaning production in spatial
terms: “a different world (the reader’s) slips into the author’s place” (xxi); in the
spectator’s relation with the embodiment of “place” in theatrical production, this
metaphor of “place” is shifted to a different level in the way the spectator and the
theatrical production share the same spatial sphere, namely the sphere of everyday life.
Stories, writes de Certeau, “are spatial trajectories”—they “traverse and organize places”
(115). In theatrical production these spatial trajectories are realized materially in space,
bringing the imaginary to the imagery level. With its spatiality invading a materially
present stage, the story gains the power to “traverse and organize” the spectator’s
everyday-life spaces, which reveals a semiotic order that organizes spatial relationships
into a system of meaning generation.
In his examination of these spatial relationships, de Certeau makes a distinction
between “space (espace)” and “place {Heu)," which corresponds to the linguistic
distinction between performance and competence. According to de Certeau, a place “is
the order in accord with which elements are distributed in relationships of coexistence,”
implying “an indication of stability,” whereas a space “is actuated by the ensemble of
movements deployed within it.” In this relationship, “space is a practiced place,” “like the
word when it is spoken” (117). Here the “stability” of place delimits the boundaries of the
semiosis with a system of names; everyday life operations, on the other hand, function to
associate universal names with particularities in a specific space. Thus space is never
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one’s own space, but is always determined by the otherness of place through naming. In
this place-space relationship, meaning production features an otherness, because, as de
Certeau points out, “[t]o practice space is ...to be other and to move toward the other”
(110, emphases in the original).
It is precisely because of the place-space dialectic that the scene plays a fundamental
role in theatrical meaning production. As the place of the dramatic fiction, the scene is a
there in opposition to the here of the reader/spectator’s world of reality, a sign of
fictionality in opposition to reality. This there is above all a signifies a proper name, like
the name of Verona in “In fair Verona, where we lay our scene.” In theatrical production,
however, the signifier of place gains materiality through the corporeality of theatrical
performance, with the space accommodating elements such as performers, stage
decoration, props, lighting, etc. In other words, the signifier of place as the theatrical
scene is represented by things. This dialectic between place and space, between there
(fair Verona) and here (our scene) is thus characteristic of the relationship between the
name and the thing, through which the corporeality of theatrical production is given a
name of place. In this sense, the scene is a site of meaning production through the
place-space dialectic. In this process of meaning generation, the place opens a possibility
for space production (where we lay our scene), but at once delimits the boundaries of the
space to be produced {in fair Verona rather than anywhere else). With the semiotic
determination taking the form of spatial determination, the word-signifier becomes the
thing-signifier, which adds a new layer of connotative boundaries to theatrical meaning
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production, because things on stage do not merely represent their names, but demand
cultural interpretation from the spectator. Through this cultural interaction, a passage is
established between the signifier of place, de Certeau’s place for spatial practice, and the
fantasy of place, the imagery level of the place for dramatic fiction discursively formed in
the spectator’s mind.
Thus a spatial relationship with the theatrical fiction is established in spectatorship
through a cultural coding-decoding process. In this process, cultural conventions
determine theatrical meaning production through spatial relationships between the
spectator and the drama fiction, which function as the “strategic” logic implied behind the
spectator’s judgment of the theatrical production’s embodiment of place in terms of the
vrai and the vraisemblable. Here the interaction between the cultural conventions of
spatiality and the spectator’s judgment of the embodiment of place in theatrical
production follows the same mode of operation as that between the “public opinion” and
the individual audience in Moriarty’s description of the notion of vraisemblance, that is, a
cultural interaction at the “imaginary/imagery level” of everyday operation. In other
words, the strategic cultural conventions of spatiality are embodied in the tactical
spectatorship in the coding-decoding at the imagery level of everyday life, namely, the
level of thing-signifiers.
In de Certeau’s theoretical framework of spatial practices, “an act of reading is the
space produced by the practice of a particular place: a written text, i.e., a place
constituted by a system of signs” (117). As a peculiar practice of reading, theatrical
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spectatorship features a peculiar practice of production, namely production of space. By
receiving the spatial corporeal form of the theatrical setting, the spectator plays the role
of an agent of spatial perception, and thus the semiotic structure of the spectator’s space
takes over the fictional setting of the theatrical production. The scene represented in
embodiment—namely the semiotic representation—of the drama fiction’s setting, is
based on such coding-decoding at the imagery level of everyday life. The vraisemblance
of the place in theatrical production implies “a set of stereotypes equated with the public
opinion,” or cultural conventions represented by the scene as a place. As a discursive
formation in the spectator’s temporal and spatial perception through audio and visual
signs, the scene is a fantasy that corresponds to the “world,” a place made of a
constellation of cultural conventions. For an understanding of the scene’s role in meaning
production, it is necessary to examine the relationships among the spectator, the drama
fiction and “the world” as a constellation of cultural conventions.

1.2. Form-suasion of the fictional world

At the core of the problematic of the scene or fantasy of place, at work in the
relationships among the spectator, the drama fiction and “the world” as a constellation of
cultural conventions is the question of how the fictional world takes a corporeal form in
theatrical production. On the one hand, the setting of the drama fiction takes a corporeal
form that consists of material objects, sharing the same space of the spectator’s world of
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reality. On the other hand, such corporeality is only symbolic, in two senses. First, the
place as the scene for theatrical actions is fictional, and thus the corporeal form of the
scene is nothing more than a semiotic system that refers to a fictional world, a world that
is other in relation to the spectator’s world of reality. Second, as the scene for drama
fiction this place is a fantasy that is formed discursively in the spectator’s mind, marked
by the spectator’s reception of it as verisimilar. Thus the scene or fantasy of place as a
semiotic system made up of material elements is based on the dialectic of its corporeality
and its semiosis.
This dialectic reveals a displacement of the boundary between poetics and rhetoric
in the spectator’s consumption of the verisimilitude of the fictional world. The scene is
“poetic” above all in the sense of “making,” as suggested in the word’s Greek origin
poiësis. As the setting of the drama, the scene is a literary making of fiction; yet in
theatrical production, the scene is at the same time a material making. It is the
convergence of “making” in these two senses that produces a discursive making in the
spectator’s reception of the vraisemblance of the scene, namely in the practice of reading
or consumption that de Certeau sees as “production.” Thus, in the spectator’s
consumption as everyday practice, the poetic of the scene belongs to a sphere more
relevant to Aristotle’s rhetoric than his poetics.
The dialectic of the scene’s corporeality and its semiosis is a matter of
“form-suasion,” a term Seymour Chatman uses to illustrate verisimilitude conceived in
terms of topoi that “bridge” poetics and rhetoric, “poetics” referring to “the theory of
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literariness” and “rhetoric” referring to “the art of persuasion in the real world.” As a
science of suasion, Chatman writes, “rhetoric concerns itself with texts which (1) refer to
a situation in the real world, and (2) urge the audience actually to behave in a certain way
in respect to that situation, or at least to adopt a stance or disposition to so behave” (26-7).
The behave that the fictional text brings into the “real world,” according to Chatman, is
the audience’s reception of the fictional text: “The suasion urged by a fictional text... is
that the reader imaginatively accommodate its premises, its assertions, its
representations—in short, its autonomy, the autonomy of its world” (27).
Although here Chatman is discussing suasion in the textual form of fiction, the same
law of rhetoric is at work in the scene’s corporeal form as a peculiar “text.” Before
further discussion of the peculiarity of the scene’s corporeal form, however, it is
necessary to first examine the nature of the fictional world in the model of the fictional
text. Chatman’s theorization of the reading behaviour in rhetorical terms is based on his
division of “the suasion of texts into two sorts, according to the direction of its reference:
whether to the world or to itself, whether extratextual or intratextual” (29). Whereas in
“an advertisement, a legal brief, a speech in Congress, a public encomium,” etc.,
“extratextual” suasions urges “an audience to take action in the real world” about “real
issues” (29), in a fictional text the action urged into the “real world” by an “intratextual”
suasion has little to do with the “real world” beyond the reading process itself. In other
words, the action urged into the “real world” by the fictional text’s “intratextual” suasion
is no more than bringing the fictional world in contact with the real world through the
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audience’s reception of the fictional world’s autonomy. Thus, the fictional text’s
form-suasion involves three realms: a form of semiotic reference, an autonomous
fictional world to which the semiotic reference directs, and the “real world” as the place
for the audience’s reading behaviour.
Hanging between the real world and the text, the fictional world seems a notion hard
to grasp in literary analysis. Ruth Lorand, for example, finds the fictional world a
“metaphor” that “leads the analysis astray” (426). In a discussion of the question whether
“a story can be told in its entirety,” Lorand asserts that “[t]he project of formulating the
method for determining the truth in narrative fiction and establishing the boundaries of
stories has been dominated by the attempt to satisfy the logical demands of the ‘world’
metaphor” (425). Lorand’s reference to “the boundaries of stories” responds to an
“aesthetic of fiction” seen in Wolfgang Iser’s claim that “no tale can be told in its
entirety.” Obviously the entirety in question is not concerned with the form of the
narrative, which always has a “beginning, middle and end,” even when the narrated story
does not. If the story is told, the narrative is completed. It is the narrative’s content, the
fiction of the story that is free of “established boundaries.” The fiction’s threat to
transgress the “boundaries” thus lies in the fiction’s continuous interaction with the
audience, whose productive power is always capable of generating new meanings
through infinite possibilities of “imaginative accommodation.”
T h e q u e s t i o n o f w h e t h e r “ a s t o r y c a n b e t o l d in its e n t i r e t y ” i l l u s t r a t e s a c o n f l i c t

b e t w e e n s e m a n t i c s a n d r h e to r ic . I m p l i e d in t h e a s p i r a t i o n to lim i t t h e s t o r y in its
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“entirety” is the semantic concern with referential values. For Lorand, the story’s
“entirety” is a fixed referential frame, as suggested in her criticism of the “world
metaphor”: “The main function of the ‘world’ metaphor in theories of fiction is to supply
a framework for justifying the tendency to go beyond the given text and include in the
story more than that which is explicitly stated” (427). To “include in the story more than
that which is explicitly stated” means for the story to transgress its semantic realm
consisting of the given text’s denotata, opening possibilities to meanings out of the grasp
of any referential links. In Lorand’s reasoning, then, the fault of the “world metaphor”
lies in the referential transgression it brings into the process of reading. In other words,
the “world metaphor” represents the text’s rhetorical aspects in its interaction with its
audience, because “the tendency to go beyond the given text” is rooted in the reader’s
“imaginative accommodation” of the fiction’s world. It is through the reader’s productive
power that the story exceeds the limits of the “given text,” namely the fiction’s semiotic
surface, threatening the autonomy of the text’s referential frame.
A closer look at Iser’s statement that “no tale can be told in its entirety” (284) will
reveal its concern directed at “not only the actual text” but “the actions involved in
responding to that text” (279), namely, a concern with the text’s rhetorical aspects in its
interaction with the audience. Iser starts his examination of the reading process with the
same semantic concern with the autonomy of “the world represented by literary texts,”
with reference to Roman Ingarden’s “intentional sentence correlative” (281). Disagreeing
with Ingarden’s view of the “hiatus” in the connection between sentences as “a blockage
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in the stream of thought,” Iser sees the “inevitable omissions” as the “opportunity” for the
reader to join the process of meaning production by “filling in the gaps left by the text
itself’ (284-5). The gaps in the texts thus have rhetorical functions in the way they invite
readers into actions of interpretation.
The gaps in the text are inevitable due to the nature of the text as a semiotic system.
Besides the fundamental absence of any solid semantic link between the word and the
thing, the absence of solid discursive connection between semantic units prevents the
fiction from presenting itself as a coherent “entirety.” As Iser points out, sentences of the
text “remain only ‘component parts’—they are not the sum total of the text itself’ (282).
The inevitability of the gaps in the text suggests the necessity of a field for the text and
the reader’s co-operation in meaning production. Such a field as a “virtual dimension,”
points out Iser, “is not the text itself,” nor “the imagination of the reader, but “the coming
together of text and imagination” (284). The fictional world, then, is not a theoretical
device invented to resist the semiotic system’s referential control, to “go beyond the
given text,” as Lorand understands it. On the contrary, it is an exhibition of the essence of
rhetoricality in the fictional text.
The rhetoricality in question is a function of the absence of tangible connection
between the sign and the referent, as Friedrich Nietzsche suggests in his “Lecture Notes
on Rhetoric.” Nietzsche denies any “unrhetorical ‘naturalness’ of language,” pointing out
that “language itself is the result of audible rhetorical arts” (106), and that “[ljanguage
does not desire to instruct, but to convey to others a subjective impulse and its
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acceptance” (107). Nietzsche’s emphasis here is not on language’s audibility or “sound
image” per se, but language’s reliance on human senses, since even silent written words
nonetheless convey “subjective impulses” to their recipient. This linguistic feature is not
due to language’s materiality, but the way language works between the thing and human
consciousness: “Man... does not perceive things or procedures, but impulses,” writes
Nietzsche. Therefore, “[t]he things do not pass over into consciousness, but the manner in
which we stand toward them, the pithanon [power of persuasion (plausibility; also a thing
producing illusion)]” (107, emphasis in the original). To summarize Nietzsche’s view of
language’s rhetoricality, due to the absence of tangible connection between the sign and
the referent, language depends on psychological effects, producing “impulses” in its
recipient.
Nietzsche’s view of language’s rhetoricality illuminates the formula of Aristotelian
persuasion, unveiling that which glues together ethos, pathos and logos, respectively
associated with “the speaker,” “the audience” and “the speech itself’ (1356al-4). The
logos has a verbal surface; due to the rhetoricality of language, the “speech” as the site of
the logos practices the persuasive power through psychological effects, or in Nietzsche’s
words, by “conveying subjective impulses.” That is, at the site of “speech,” logos is
entangled with both ethos (as in “plausibility”) and pathos (as in “subjective impulses”).
This entanglement is implied in Aristotle’s emphasis on the importance of the delivery of
speech: “the whole business of rhetoric being concerned with appearances, we must pay
attention to the subject of delivery” (2404al-3).
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The persuasive power of logos entangled with ethos and pathos at the site of speech
is revealed through a form of sign enthymeme based on Aristotle’s distinction between
two kinds of signs: “one kind bears the same relation to the statement it supports as the
particular bears to the universal, the other the same as the universal bears to the
particular" (1357b 1-4). For Aristotle, the sign enthymeme is simply a matter of
recognizing the relationship between the “universal” and the “particular.” Yet this
recognition of syllogism implies a mode of reading or interpretation that can be seen as a
rhetorical effect of persuasion, with a kind of meaning production dependent on an
association between the universal and its appearance in a specific situation, wherein
meaning production features a rhetorical effect of persuasion, with the general sign
leading to judgment in a specific situation in the real world. In Aristotle’s examples
(1357b 14-16), the symptom of “having a fever” or “giving milk,” that is the sign, is not
meaningful until associated with the specific situation of the man who has a fever or the
woman who is giving milk, leading to the audience’s judgment that “the man is ill” or
“the woman has lately borne a child.” Such association between the general and the
particular is by no means a natural link, but one that corresponds to language’s
rhetoricality rooted in the sign-referent relationship. By naming the structure “sign
enthymeme,” Aristotle is already implying an association between the universal and the
sign. The sign-referent relationship, however, does not suggest that the sign has an
arbitrary relation with its meaning, but that the sign’s meaning always depends on an
interpretation, on the embodiment of the general in the particular through the sign’s
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interpreter. Indeed, the sign enthymeme is much more than just a condensed syllogism, in
the same way the metaphor is much more than just a condensed simile. In the sign
enthymeme, just as in the metaphor, a “gap” is established as the space for interpretation
to produce literariness or what Nietzsche calls “non-literal significations” (107).

1.3. The persuasive model of sign enthymeme

This same sign enthymeme functions as a persuasive power aiming at the audience’s
reception of the autonomy of the fictional world. In the fictional text, the “appearances”
and “delivery” of the public speech, with which Aristotelian rhetoric is concerned, are
reduced to the text’s verbal surface; yet the same formula of Aristotelian rhetoric is at
work in the process of reading. With the tripartite modeled pithanon of speaker-e//7o.s,
speedWogos and audience-pathos represented at once by the same rhetoricality of the
text’s verbal surface, a space for literariness is opened with the “speaking voice” at one
end and the “ideal audience” at the other. The text’s verbal surface plays a role similar to
that of the sign in the sign enthymeme. Telling a story, the text establishes a fictional
situation by means of “particular examples” of linguistic practice. Yet the power of this
linguistic practice, this parole, lies in its conformity with the universality of language or
the logic of the langue. Thus the author’s absence from the fictional text foregrounds
language in the speaker’s role, with its ethos rooted in the logic of speech acts. On the
other hand, the absence of the “ideal audience” leaves room for the reader to take the
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hearer’s role, yielding to an immediate pathos by entering the logic of speech acts
through the reading behaviour.
With the persuasive model of the sign enthymeme at work, the fictional world is
characteristic of fictional “particular” examples in correspondence to the real world’s
“universal” logic. These characteristics can be found in Aristotle’s two examples of sign
enthymeme, “he has a fever” and “she is giving milk,” which can be read as two very
short pieces of fiction. Each of these two pieces of fiction suggests a fictional world, in
which the sick man or the nursing woman lives. The “he” and “she” in the two sentences
are fictional, not referring to any part of the real world. Yet the two sentences are
nonetheless “particular” in reference, each speaking of an idiographic character instead of
an abstract sign of man or woman in general. In these examples, it is clear that the
fictional world rises from the gap between language’s universal structure and particular
reference, the same kind of gap in the enthymeme and the metaphor due to the absence of
syllogistic or semantic links.
The rhetorical function of the fictional world can be examined through two notions
often used in literary interpretation, the fictional text’s “speaking voice” and “ideal
audience.” The “speaking voice” and the “ideal audience” do not belong to the fictional
text’s verbal surface. Nor do they belong to any sphere beyond the fictional text’s verbal
surface. Indeed, the “speaking voice” and the “ideal audience” are not present either
inside or outside of the fictional text, because they concern absence rather than presence.
Recourse to the notions of “speaking voice” and “ideal audience” in interpretation of a
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fictional text highlights the text’s status as a speech lacking a speaker and a hearer. By
virtue of the absence of the speaker and hearer, the fictional text reveals its persuasive
power, with a logos rooted in language’s rhetoricality. By taking the place of the absent
speaker, language’s logic acquires the authority of ethos; by luring the audience into the
position of the absent hearer, the fictional text acquires an object as the space to implant
pathos energy. Thus, on the one hand, the particular “speaker” in the real world is
transformed into a universal “logic”; whereas on the other hand, the universal logic,
through a reader as its agent, lands on a space of particularity in the real world.
Paul de Man’s reflection upon the tension between “grammar” and “rhetoric” in
“Semiology and Rhetoric” can be read along the lines of this understanding of the
fictional text’s “speaking voice” and “ideal audience.” By illustrating the grammatization
of rhetoric and the rhetoricization of grammar in linguistic structures, de Man
demonstrates a deconstruction of the universality of language’s logic, claiming that
“[rjhetoric radically suspends logic and opens up vertiginous possibilities of referential
aberration” (10). Meanwhile, however, de Man emphasizes that this “deconstruction is
not something we have added to the text but it constituted the text in the first place,”
because “the reading is not ‘our’ reading, since it uses only the linguistic elements
provided by the text itself’ (17). The “deconstruction” that “constituted the text in the
first place” can be understood as the price language’s logic pays for its usurpation of the
speaker’s position. To take the position of a “particular” speaker means to give up the
status of universality. This price is inevitable for the language or any other semiotic sign
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to speak, to mean anything, because to speak, to signify, means for logos to emerge from
universality and crystallize in a particular form, revealing an irreconcilable “hiatus”
between the sign and the referent. Thus “the reading is not ‘our’ reading” because neither
grammatization of rhetoric nor rhetoricization of grammar is “our” aberration, but one
“provided by the text itself.” To say the text provides a “reading” that is not “ours”
suggests a reader at work in contrast to “us”—particular readers in the real world. The
reading is not ‘our’ reading but that of the “ideal audience,” that is, for reasons discussed
above, that of an absence of “us.” Thus in the process of reading, we as particular readers
in the real world enter the fictional text’s model of rhetoricality, taking the position of the
absent hearer, through “the linguistic elements provided by the text itself.”
In the light of de Man’s thinking, the notions of the “speaking voice” and the “ideal
audience” illustrate a sign-enthymeme model of meaning production based on the
fictional text’s self-deconstructive verbal surface. The fictional text tells its story whose
autonomy is established through a sign-enthymeme model of rhetorical persuasion based
on the connection between the universal and the particular. In the process of reading, the
universal-particular relationship is embodied in the “speaking voice” and the “ideal
audience,” both representative of a double-folded lack at once at the universal and the
particular levels. The “speaking voice” belongs to no particular individual, and thus it
indicates the absence of the speaker; yet nonetheless it represents a particular voice
“speaking,” suggesting the absence of the universal logos. Likewise, the “ideal audience”
refers to no particular individual and thus indicates the absence of the hearer; yet on the
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other hand it suggests that the fictional text is directed at a particular audience
nonetheless.
As stated at the beginning of “Semiology and Rhetoric,” de Man’s essay discusses
the critical methodology of semiology against the background of a history of literary
criticism predominated by binary “inside-outside” metaphors. What de Man finds in
French Semiology are “a set of terms” —such as “grammar” and “rhetoric”— “less likely
to enter into the easy play of binary reversals” (5). With an examination of two instances
of rhetorical question, de Man demonstrates how the tension between grammatical and
rhetorical structures “disrupts and confuses the neat antithesis of the inside/outside
pattern” (12). Here the model of reading in which meaning is understood as an “inside” is
transformed to a model of interpretation in which “we make our own [meaning] by an act
of understanding” (13). The “inside/outside” metaphors in literary criticism reflect a
concern for the relationship between the text and us as readers. Seen as either the “inside”
or “outside” of the text, depending on the position the reader takes, the meaning of the
text is always an objectified other. By calling our attention to the text’s
self-deconstructive-ness between its grammatical and rhetorical structures, de Man breaks
this meaning-interpreter framework and replaces it with a text-act process, or
“form-suasion,” with the concern shifted from the universality of semantic meaning to
the particularity of rhetorical effect.
It is out of the demands of such a text-act model of meaning production that the
fictional world arises as the necessary connection between the fictional text’s verbal
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surface and the particular reader in the real world. Or to be more accurate, between the
fictional text’s “speaking voice” and “ideal audience,” because it is only through the
bi-directional absence in “speaking voice” and the “ideal audience” that the fictional
world is connected with the universality of the semiotic signs in the fictional text’s verbal
surface and the particularity of the reader in the real world. As a behaviour urged into
“the real world” by the fictional text, the reader’s reaction to the “autonomy” of the
fiction’s “world” is at once an active reception and a passive production, active and
productive because of the audience’s role as the subject to “imaginatively accommodate”
the world of fiction, passive and receptive because of the audience’s role as the object of
the fiction’s “suasion.” This active-passive double fold in the fictional world implies a
mapping relation between a semiotic surface and the real world. At one end, the fictional
world, as a rhetorical effect, demonstrates the suasive power of the fictional text’s
rhetoricality; at the other, the fictional world, as a productive effect, illustrates the
imaginative power rooted in the audience’s relation with the real world. It is in this sense
that the fictional world can be understood. The fictional world is not made up of fictional
objects, which belong to the sphere of the fiction or story. Rather, the fictional world
functions as an empty place for the fiction or story or as the meaning produced through
the cooperation of the text and the reader. Thus, the fictional world is essentially a place
of emptiness, a lack functioning as what Iser calls a “virtual dimension” to help the text’s
logos establish a connection between the universal and the particular required by the
sign-enthymeme model of meaning production.
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Only in this sense is Lorand right in saying “A fictional world is not a story, and a
story, although fictional, is not a world” (437). Yet this does not necessarily deny the
fictional world’s function in meaning production. Indeed, it is not the case that “the
logical demands of the ‘world’ metaphor” (425) misdirect the reader’s interpretation, but,
quite the contrary, the world metaphor is an outcome of the “logical demands” of the
fictional text’s verbal surface, which is characteristic of “particular examples” of parole
“astray” from the “general truth” of the langue. According to Lorand’s reasoning, “it is
not always necessary or even desirable to attempt to reconcile the requirements of logic
with those of an aesthetic of fiction,” and the “world metaphor” is problematic because it
“poses requirements that disregard the peculiar nature of narrative fiction” (425).
Lorand’s distinction between the “requirements of logic” and “those of an aesthetic of
fiction” is problematic in the way it implies an attempt to prevent the fictional text from
intervening into the reader’s world of reality. Yet the reading process inevitably involves
such intervention. As discussed above, due to the essential rhetoricality of its verbal
surface, the fictional text inevitably depends on its audience in the real world in meaning
production. Thus, through this meaning production, the fiction comes into contact with
the real world.

1.4. Scene-suasion of the theatrical language

The above analyses demonstrate the necessity of the fictional world as a site for
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meaning production in the process of reading the fictional text, wherein the rhetoricality
of the text’s verbal surface opens towards the reader through its form-suasion in a
sign-enthymeme structure. The same site is needed for meaning production in the theatre,
with the dramatic fiction presented in the same way as in the fictional text, namely,
through the interaction between its form and its audience. However, with a corporeality
that shares the same physical space with the audience, the theatrical production’s form is
remarkably different from the fictional text’s verbal surface that engages the reader with
nothing more than its linguistic elements. Nonetheless, the corporeal form of theatrical
production can be understood as a particular type of fictional text, with its meaning
depending on the same rhetoricality as that of the fictional text, in addition to its peculiar
semiotic system consisting of both verbal and nonverbal signs. In other words, the theatre
depends on a particular type of form-suasion, which urges the audience to “imaginatively
accommodate” the autonomy of the dramatic fiction’s world embodied in the corporeal
form of theatrical production. This peculiar form-suasion in the theatre can be called
“scene-suasion”, because as the place for the drama fiction the scene provides the
foundation for the corporeal form of theatrical production. For a deeper understanding of
this scene-suasion, it is necessary to investigate the theatrical production’s corporeality as
a semiotic surface, including both semiotic properties that give birth to its rhetoricality
and the peculiar way this rhetoricality functions.
The tension between the universality of the semiotic form and the particularity of the
theatrical scene, on which the concept of “scene-suasion” is based, is already implied in
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the paradoxical idea of seeing the semiotic surface of the theatrical production as a
“language.” On the one hand, the idea of the “language of theatre” associates theatre with
language in meaning production, on the common ground of semiotic and rhetorical
principles. On the other hand, the need for such an idea as the “language of theatre”
suggests that linguistic elements alone, such as those in the fictional text, are not
sufficient for meaning production in the theatre.
Such a tension is best seen in Antonin Artaud’s view of theatrical expression. In
resistance to the predominance of “dialogue” in the “Occidental theatre,” Artaud
advocates a theatrical expression independent from speech (37). In Artaud’s thinking, the
role of dialogue in the theatre is above all an issue of “belonging.” “Dialogue” belongs to
“to books” (37) rather than to theatre, despite the peculiarity of dialogue in the theatre as
“a thing [both] written and spoken,” in contrast to the verbal form that is only “written”
in the fictional text; this peculiar feature of the speech in the theatre, namely the linguistic
sound, is no more than “a subordinate aspect of language” and “an accessory
consideration” (38, emphasis in the original). For Artaud, “the stage is a concrete physical
place which asks to be filled, and to be given its own concrete language,” which “consists
of everything that occupies the stage, everything that can be manifested and expressed
materially on a stage and that is addressed first of all to the senses instead of being
addressed primarily to the mind as is the language of words” (37-38). What Artaud sees
as being at the heart of the tension between speech and theatre, then, does not so much
concern difference in medium as difference in modes of meaning production. The

57

theatrical expression that Artaud seeks in opposition to “the language of words”
“addressed primarily to the mind” is a language of materiality addressed “first of all to
the senses.” Thus the question “What is peculiar to the theatrical scene as a semiotic
form?” becomes the question “How does the language of words speak less to the senses
and how does the language of materiality speak less to the mind?”
Obviously the “languages” in opposition are defined primarily in terms of what they
address, with the implication that the pivotal concern in this distinction of “languages”
lies in rhetorical effects. In Aristotelian terms, the language of materiality is directed at
pathos, as suggested by its association with “senses,” whereas the language of words is
directed at logos, as suggested in its association with “mind.” As discussed above, in the
mode of the fictional text, meaning production depends on the rhetorical power of logos
through its entanglement with ethos and pathos at a site of absence, where the speaker
and the hearer are replaced by the “speaking voice” and the “ideal audience.” In contrast,
the “senses,” as the addressee of the language of materiality imply a reversed situation,
where, with the presence of the audience, pathos becomes the decisive rhetorical power
in meaning production. With an essential being-watched-ness, theatrical production is
never presented to any absent “ideal audience.” This bond with the audience determines
the theatrical production’s specificity in time and space, and thus each theatrical
production is a delivery addressed to the real world. Hence the significance of the stage
as “a concrete physical place which asks to be filled,” a site of presence in the real world,
where the universal logos of the fiction is embodied in a “concrete, physical” form of
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particularity. On this stage, even words become part of the corporeal form, either as
visual imagery with a particular colour and material in which it is written, or as sound
imagery through the performer’s voice as theatrical instrument.
This corporeality of theatrical production, however, does not in any way materialize
the fictional world, because the fictional world is only discursively formed in the
audience’s interpretation. “Concrete” and “physical” as it is, the corporeal form of
theatrical production is nonetheless a form, a semiotic surface, which is not enough for
meaning production without the audience’s participation. It is for this reason that Artaud
has to depend on such terms as “poetry” and “language” in his description of the
theatrical expression. The “poetry in space” is nonetheless “poetry” even though this
poetry is “capable of creating kinds of material images” (38-9) because such “material
images” are no less representation than “word images,” and in resistance to the
predominance of language in the theatre, Artaud needs a “language of mise en scène as
pure theatrical language” (69, my emphases). Here the irony in the opposition between
“theatrical language" and “language” (of “words”) is not so much due to a confused
usage of the word “language,” as to the inevitable gap between the universal and the
particular in meaning production. What Artaud calls the “language of mise en scène" is a
language in the sense that the same relationship between the universal and the particular,
that is, between the word and the thing, is at work. Yet this “theatrical language” is
characteristic of a reversed word-thing order, because in it the thing—the particular, the
“concrete” and “physical”—instead of the word—the universal—is at the surface. In this
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manner, the “language of mise en scène''1and the “fictional world” are the obverse and the
reverse of the same metaphor that connects the word and the thing. In the case of the
“world metaphor” discussed in the previous section, words at the fictional text’s surface
demand a metaphorical “world” of things for meaning production; in the case of the
“language of mise en scène”, in contrast, things at the theatrical production’s surface
demand a metaphorical “language” for the same purpose. Both sides of the metaphor
arise from the gap between the word and the thing.
Erika Fischer-Lichte’s view of the “theatrical codes” as a “cultural system” sheds
light on the semiotic and rhetorical properties of theatrical expression. Fischer-Lichte
regards “the generation of meaning” as “the general function of cultural systems.” Yet
“cultural systems do not produce meaning per se,” they only generate signs—“something
that can be perceived with the senses... to which a particular meaning is attached in the
context of the culture in which they are produced” (1-2). That is, a cultural system turns
the sensory into signs by assigning meaning. As a cultural system among other cultural
systems belonging to the same cultural matrix—such as language, clothing habits, eating
habits, etc.—theatre produces meaning with “a network of signs” of performance that is
made up of signs from other cultural systems, through the specific appearance, the
specific manner and the specific space in which the actor acts. In other words, theatre
production consists of signs that appeal to senses and that are already assigned
connotations by other cultural systems. These signs from different cultural systems are
made into theatrical signs, and are endowed with theatrical meaning through association
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with theatrical performance. It follows that the semiotic properties of theatre depend
entirely on the performance of the specific time and space of the production.
All meanings in theatre, suggests Fischer-Lichte, are generated through the formula
A/X/S—“[actor] A represents [character] X while [observer] S looks on” (6-7). This
formula reveals the function of the theatrical codes in the scene-suasion of theatrical
production. The fictional character X indicates the purpose of theatrical production. That
is, theatrical production primarily aims at presenting fiction. The observer S indicates the
audience’s participation in meaning production. The fictional character X is only
meaningful through S’s reception of it. Thus, with the audience present, the theatrical
production becomes primarily a site of suasion, where the rhetoricality of the scene urges
the audience to accommodate the theatrical fiction. The rhetoricality of the scene is
effected by the actor A as the agent of the theatrical production’s semiotic surface,
through the performance bringing together myriad kinds of signs, which, according to the
cultural systems from which they originate, point to a space for meaning production.
As a site where codes of different cultural systems converge into a coherent
theatrical discourse, the actor produces the scene as the empty place for the drama fiction.
The theatrical space in Fischer-Lichte’s semiotics belongs to the system of spatial signs, a
cultural system that the actor’s performance brings into the theatrical code. Above all, the
stage space is defined in terms of the performance-centered formula A/X/S, “as the
segment of space in which A acts in order to portray X” (101). Within this framework, all
signs with spatial dimensions, including decoration, props and lighting, become part of
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the stage space. Yet none of these signs is meaningful as theatrical codes unless seen
through the performance. Decoration is “interpreted with respect to the specific location
at which X is situated” (102, emphasis in the original); the prop is “interpreted as a sign
for the action that X can execute by doing something to it or with it” (108); the light
“signifies] the place at which X finds himself’ (112, emphasis in the original). Here,
through A’s representation of X, elements of material spatiality are transformed into signs
of fictional spatiality. In this transformation, as Fischer-Lichte points out, spatial objects
lose their “basic, practical functions” in favour of “symbolic functions.”1 In other words,
these objects lose their spatiality in the real world to the spatiality in the fictional world.
Thus, material elements of decoration, props and lighting, as well as the space embodied
in these elements, are made fictional through the coding of theatricality.
Through this transformation from the world of reality to the world of fiction, a
multifold structure of reference is established in theatrical coding. Theatrical signs at the
site of performance preserve their spatiality inherited from the world of reality. Here the
“word” of the theatrical language takes the form of the “thing,” with a reversed
particular-universal order in the referential relationship. In stage decoration, for instance,
it is the particular material image of a study that represents a universal poetic image such
as “Faust’s study.” Likewise, the particular object, a cup for instance, as a prop on the
stage represents the universal idea of a cup; the particular beam of reddish yellow light on
1 It seems that Fischer-Lichte views the theatre light as different from other spatial signs in that it “can be employed
both in its practical function and as a sign for its symbolic functions” (111). Yet theatrical light never has the same
practical function in the same way as a lamp in everyday life, because whatever it illuminates belongs to the theatrical
fiction. In this sense, the theatrical light has no more practical function than a prop cup, which is nonetheless a prop
even when it fulfills a seemingly practical function when the actor really drinks from it.
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the stage represents the universal idea of the sunlight. In theatrical production, the
dramatic fiction is made up of these universal ideas represented by particular material
images. However, as each theatrical production is a specific delivery in a specific
situation, these universal ideas at once refer back to their material images in the
production as things. In this way, all theatrical signs become their own referents.
This seeming unity of the sign and the referent, however, does not patch up the
referential gap between the particular and the universal. On the contrary, such a gap is
intensified and accentuated with reversed and multi-folded referential links. Above all,
the material image as a “thing” is meaningless to the audience without reference to the
word-thing order. To look at the prop cup again, as a thing the cup is just a piece of china
or metal in its particular shape and colour, which means nothing to the audience unless it
is recognized through the universal notion of “cup.” That is, the thing-signifier is
primarily brought into theatrical coding from the cultural system of language. It is
through this linguistic connection that theatrical signs inherit from their respective
cultural systems cultural connotations as part of the meaning production at the site of
theatrical performance. Moreover, as an object the theatrical thing-sign has a materiality
consisting of multidimensional parameters, such as colour, quality, size, shape, etc.,
which add another layer to meaning production, dependent on the audience’s
interpretation from a particular cultural standpoint.
This multifold referential gap plays exactly the same part in meaning production in2
2 All these examples o f spatial signs are borrowed from Fischer-Lichte’s work (102, 107, 111).
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the theatre as the gap between the word and the thing in the fictional text. Just as from the
latter arises the form-suasion as the rhetoricality of the fictional text, from the former
arises the scene-suasion as the rhetoricality of the “theatrical language,” which functions
as the basis for meaning production in theatre. Here theatrical performance produces a
scene, which functions at once as a physical space for the drama fiction’s corporeal form
and as a symbolic space for the connotations of theatrical signs. Hereby the A/X/S
functions as a site of cultural interaction, where “a culture of those who depict [theatre]
and a culture of those who watch it” (Fischer-Lichte 10) participate in the discursive
formation of theatre’s fictional world. In this sense, the theatrical space is the primary
code of the theatrical codes.

1.5.Tropological-topological embodiment of the operatic scene

With a corporeal form that takes up physical space, theatrical performance is
essentially a spatial art. Thus the primary task of theatrical production is to place the
scene onto the stage as a site in the spectator’s world of reality. Different dimensions of
spatial practices are involved in the process of placing the scene. Above all, to place the
scene is to find a position for the scene in de Certeau’s sense of place, that is, to yield the
dramatic fiction to a coexistential relationship with the world as a constellation of cultural
conventions, because the corporeal form of theatrical fiction consists of thing-elements
borrowed from a matrix of cultural systems. On the other hand, to place the scene is also
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to find a position for the scene in spectatorship. That is, the scene only makes sense when
it is discursively formed in the spectator’s mind as a fantasy of place, because
thing-elements do not acquire their functions as thing-signifiers until the spectator
receives them as so. In short, the scene functions as a site of space production through
cultural interactions, which are realized in the spectator’s reception of the vraisemblance
of the drama fiction’s place, the basis for the autonomy of the theatrical fictional world.
In this way, the scene plays a pivotal role in theatrical meaning production.
The place-space relationship in the formation of the scene corresponds to the
universality-particularity relationship in speech acts. The latter gives rise to a rhetorical
power in the fictional text’s verbal surface, which, as a delivered speech with the speaker
and hearer absent, exerts such rhetorical power on the real world by inviting the reader to
participate in meaning production through the word-thing gap. Thus, the fictional text’s
mode of meaning production exhibits a rhetorical effect of “form-suasion” in the reader’s
reception of the fictional world’s autonomy. The same word-thing gap is at work in
theatrical expression as the semiotic surface of dramatic fiction, because the “things” that
build up the corporeality of theatrical production are not so much objects in the world of
reality as they are signifiers that refer to the imaginary in the fictional world. Thus, these
thing-signifiers constitute a system of theatrical codes that has the same rhetoricality as
that of language, functioning to persuade the audience into an action in the real world,
namely reception of the autonomy of the theatrical production’s fictional world.
This scene-suasion is a form-suasion whose suasive power is rooted in a form of
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spatiality. Thing-signifiers take space on the stage. Yet this stage-space primarily
functions to represent a place, that is, the place for the fictional world. On the other hand,
the stage-space refers back to the spectator’s world of reality, with the spectator’s
understanding of theatrical codes determined by the thing-signifiers’ cultural connotations
in the world. The stage-space thus links the place of the fictional world and the space of
the real world. In this way, the dramatic fiction’s place as a signifier or a proper name
acquires a rhetorical power over the space of the spectator’s world of reality. Thus, at the
site of theatrical production, the word-thing relation is transformed into the place-space
relationship, in which the thing on the stage represents other than itself, and the thing’s
spatiality represents a different spatial sphere rather than the space it occupies. Here the
connotative boundaries of the word become physical boundaries of space, which
functions to separate the stage from the spectator, or rather, to separate fiction from reality.
On the other hand, spatial relationships become referential connections, which bring
fiction on the stage and reality off the stage into the same field of meaning production.
Thus the word-thing-word link is transformed into a space-place-space trope.
It is the cultural configuration of this tropological-topological structure that I want to
investigate in the embodiments of “place” in the three opera productions, Chen
Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion, Zhang Yimou’s Turandot and Frédéric Mitterrand’s
Madame Butterfly. The problematic of the “real place” and the “verisimilar representation
of place” in these three productions perfectly illustrates the tropological-topological
landscape of the scene in two respects. First, as a peculiar form of theatre, opera best
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reveals the tropological-topological features of the theatrical scene; second, as particular
cases of opera production, Chen Shi-Zheng's Peony Pavilion, Zhang Yimou's Turandot
and Frédéric Mitterrand’s Madama Butterfly, each in its own way, best reveal the
tropological-topological features of the operatic scene. Here I will start by explaining the
former, before moving on to specific discussions of the three opera productions in the
following chapters.
Above all, the operatic scene, just like the scene as a fantasy of place in all other
theatrical forms, functions as a medium through which the spectator accesses the fiction.
In the operatic scene, this interaction between the spectator and the fiction is uniquely
illuminative. First, the world of opera fiction is distanced from the spectator’s world of
reality, with such fantastic elements as extraordinary incidents, exotic settings,
romanticized emotions, and so forth. Second, opera fiction is manifested through the
operatic musical form, which distances the world of fiction from the verbal discourse of
daily life. However, in the integrative process of opera production, this doubled distance
comes with doubled sensory connections between the spectator and the world of opera
fiction, with the interdependence of the auditory and the visual. The musical discourse of
opera, such as the aria and the recitative, is embodied through performers. Not only do
the voices of the performers function as a reminder of the performers’ bodies in the
spectator’s presence, but also this reminder is reinforced, in most cases, by the
performers’ acting/action. The orchestra, whether or not out of the spectator’s sight, also
functions as an organic component of the operatic mise-en-scène, along with other
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components such as the stage set, the costumes, the props, lighting, etc., and is
meaningful to the spectator only in the audio-visual theatrical integration. With both the
discursive distances and sensory connections doubled, the spectator’s relation to the
fictional world is doubly illuminated in opera production.
My use of the word “spectator” here, of course, is potentially misleading, even
though so far I have been discussing opera as a form of theatre, which, as suggested by its
etymon, is above all for “seeing.” Spectators of an opera production do not only see; they
also make up an “audience,” a collective of “listeners.” As a description of consumers of
the opera production, either “spectators” or “audience” is used metonymically, with the
live experience of opera production represented by one specific sense. Needless to say, no
sense works in isolation at the opera house. A “spectator” relies on the auditory as much
as an “auditor” relies on the spectacle. Sometimes, if not usually, live experience of an
opera production may involve even more senses, such as touch and smell. Obviously,
these senses are by no means limited to bodily experience; just as importantly they
function as conduits to intellectual understanding. Even for those who claim to have
interest in music alone (but how is such a claim credible when these people take so much
trouble to be present at the opera house, instead of listening to records at home?), the
auditory data they receive are intellectually processed, so that what they hear is not just a
meaningless flow of sounds, but a musical discourse. This is even more apparent in the
case of those who enjoy opera as an integrated theatrical production. Thus, not only the
terms “spectators” and “audience,” but also the bodily experiences of seeing and hearing
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are per se metonymic. Indeed, it is a chain of metonymic connections that leads operatic
signs—visual, auditory, and linguistic—toward operatic understanding— bodily,
emotional, and intellectual.
Indeed, the auditory plays a vitally significant role in the delivery of opera fiction, as
it is the operatic voice that makes opera a unique theatrical and musical form. As a shared
medium for both the verbal and musical texts of the opera fiction, the operatic voice
distinguishes opera from any other form of musical or theatrical work and is of essential
significance in the opera production, in the way it holds together all other operatic
elements.
It would seem that the operatic voice produces its effects through a bodily
experience of the auditory, an emotional response that Michel Poizat calls jouissance.
Poizat finds examples of such jouissance in a group interview of opera fans, who
describe their emotional responses to opera productions: “Whereas the theater... works
on other centers. With music... you wonder ‘what’s happening to me?”’ Or: “When
Callas sings, when she’s going to kill herself... I snap, [not because I know she’s going to
kill herself]. It’s hearing the voice, the music, I fall to my knees...” (31). Poizat writes,
“what characterizes this emotion is that far from being diffused throughout the tragic
situation or scene, it occurs as an acute, irrepressible irruption linked to specific musical
passages in which all that is visual and all that tends toward signification fails and falls
away” (31-2). Thus Poizat finds a paradoxical relationship between the auditory and the
visual:
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Yet to speak of a falling away, or failure, of the entire visual order may seem
paradoxical, because no stage presentation draws more heavily on its visual
elements than opera... producers spend enormous sums to produce such effects
and to create sumptuous sets and costumes, only to have the spectators, in those
great moments of success, close their eyes to the display the better to be ravished
by the diva’s singing. (33)
The question here is: is the relationship between the auditory and the visual really as
contradictory as it seems? No doubt, Poizat’s examples demonstrate the bodily feature of
operatic experience. Here responses to the operatic voice mainly take place at the bodily
level, from sensory perception (“hearing the voice”) to physical reaction (falling to one’s
knees). It is indeed something that is happening to the bodily “me” without intellectual
understanding (“you wonder...”). Yet to what extent is this “emotion,” this bodily
response to the musical passage or voice independent of the “scene”? How is this
experience different from responses to music when there is not a scene, for instance,
when one listens to the music in a concert, or even to a recording at home? The simple
fact that there is a scene and that there is a dramatic action already is significant enough.
Even though one seems to be moved by the singer’s voice alone, one is nonetheless
aware that the singer’s voice represents that of a fictional character, who is in a tragic
situation at this very moment of singing. Even though one closes one’s eyes to focus on
the diva’s singing alone, one is nonetheless aware that the singing takes place in a visual
scene. Thus the operatic voice cannot be reduced to just voice or music or singing. There
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is always something more, something operatic, visual, and theatrical. Intangible and
emotional as it is, the operatic voice always takes place within the operatic scene, based
on a union of bodily experience and intellectual understanding.
Linda Hutcheon and Michael Hutcheon’s book Bodily Charm suggests a way to
understand the relationship between the bodily and intellectual aspects of live opera
experience in terms of a complementary relationship between the Apollonian and the
Dionysian. Recalling the origins of opera “in the late-sixteenth-century Italian attempts to
revive the power of Greek tragedy by uniting music and words in a new art form,” an
idea “conditioned by...Neoplatonic philosophy and aesthetics and thus by its view of the
physical body,” Hutcheon and Hutcheon point out, “the Apollonian and Dionysian have
been in negotiation since the beginnings of the operatic genre” (2-3). In the light of this
understanding, Hutcheon and Hutcheon find two kinds of “bodies” in operatic experience:
“real bodies” that “exist on stage and in the audience,” and “represented bodies, that is,
bodies presented as ‘signs’ whose multiple meanings are generated in both the dramatic
texts (musical and verbal) and contexts (social and cultural) and then interpreted by
audiences” (23).
Hutcheon and Hutcheon’s distinction between “real” and “represented” bodies
involves two sets of oppositions, in which the spectator at once sees the performer’s body
as both “real” and “represented.” First, both the performer’s and the spectator’s bodies
are defined as “real” in opposition to “represented bodies” as signs. In this opposition, the
spectator perceives the performer’s body as a physical entity that shares the space of the
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spectator’s world of reality. Second, the performing activities at once divide this space of
the spectator’s world of reality into two halves, the “stage” and the “audience.” Thus the
real bodies are further divided into the “performing body on stage” and the “perceiving
body in the audience.” It is the second opposition that makes the first one possible,
because only by recognizing the “real” bodies as “performing” can the spectators
perceive them as “represented.” Through such recognition, the bodily distinction leads to
a spatial distinction, placing the spectator in a “perceiving” space in opposition to the
“performing space.” Thus, situated in a bi-directional position, directed towards both the
real, performing space, and the fictional, represented space, the spectator’s bodily
experience functions as a medium between the world of reality and the world of fiction,
in a mode that Hutchoen and Hutcheon calls “Apollonian minds in Dionysian bodies”:
with “both the mental and the sensory nature of perception” in experience of live opera,
“[w]e are busy interpreting both the form and the content of what we see and hear, even
as we are affected physically and emotionally by it all” (155).
Hutcheon and Hutcheon’s illustration of the Apollonian-Dionysian relationships in
live opera experience is another description of the model of meaning production in the
theatre that Fischer-Lichte has characterized as A/X/S, only with emphasis on the peculiar
bodily features of opera as a particular form of theatre. As “real bodies,” performing
bodies embody or produce the represented, fictional space, “generated in both the
dramatic texts (musical and verbal) and contexts (social and cultural).” Just like the
“Actor” in the “A/X/S” formula, the performing body, by representing the fictional
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character “X,” turns all the entities on the stage into signifiers referring to the fictional
world. Thus a performing space is produced as the corporeality of the operatic scene, in
opposition to the perceiving space represented by the audience “S” in Fischer-Lichte’s
formula.
It is in this sense that I see meaning production in operatic theatre as a
tropological-topological turning, a turning from the perception of the performing bodies
“represented as signs” to the reception of the operatic scene as embodied space. In this
embodiment, the physical surface of the operatic scene reveals topological features in two
senses, both spatial and anatomical. The tropological relationship between the sign and
the represented is exhibited in the performing bodies; whereas the performing bodies are
exhibited in the corporeality of the performing space, namely, the operatic scene. Such
tropological-topological turning is exhibited in the dialectic of “the mental and the
sensory nature of perception” in the spectator’s bodily experience.
This dialectic of the mental and the sensory nature of perception, or in Hutcheon and
Hutcheon’s terms of the “Apollonian mind” and the “Dionysian body,” provides the
grounding for the operatic scene as the place for the fictional world, featuring a dialectics
of the physical and the symbolic. Here the bodily experience of the spectator/auditor
accommodates the interaction between the fictional world represented by operatic signs
and the world of reality represented by the spectator/auditor’s perception of spatiality
through the senses. As an agent of spatial perception through an integration of senses, the
spectator/auditor’s body is situated in a paradoxical tension, at once present at and absent
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from the fictional world that the opera production creates. On the one hand, the
spectator/auditor’s bodily/sensory encounter with operatic signs at the physical level
marks the spectator’s spatial perception of the world of reality, distanced from the world
of fiction. On the other hand, the spectator/auditor’s intellectual reception of the operatic
signs at the symbolic level transforms the spatial perception of the real world into a
spatial imagination of the fictional world.
This dialectic between the physical and the symbolic is what makes possible the
dichotomy between the world of reality and the world of fiction. It is exactly because of
this peculiar importance of bodily experience stressed by the visual and the auditory
aspects of operatic signs, that opera production is particularly enlightening for our
understanding of the corporeality of the scene in the theatre, which, as discussed above,
characterizes a tropological- topological turning that transforms the word-thing
relationship into a space-place one. Indeed, the operatic scene is a tropological as well as
a topological embodiment, a corporeal form based on both figurative and spatial rhetoric
that affects the audience in such a way that the audience is persuaded into both emotional
and intellectual actions. In Aristotelian terms, here the rhetorical ethos is established
through a union of the logos and the pathos.

As we have seen, the question of the real and the verisimilar in operatic theatre is
one of the interaction between the corporeal form of the operatic scene and the spectator
as a consumer of the opera production in both intellectual and bodily ways. Such an
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interaction can be explained as a rhetorical effect in Aristotelian terms, that is, as an effect
of persuasion. The following chapters will continue to investigate this issue, approaching
it from three perspectives: the question of the fiction’s relation to its stage form, the
question of representation in names, and the question of the visual, or what I call the
paradox of prosopopoeia, the paradox of the proper name, and the paradox of the trompe
I ’oeil, respectively through scrutiny of three specific opera productions: Chen
Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion, Zhang Yimou’s Turando, and Frédéric Mitterrand’s opera
Madame Butterfly.
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2. The Scene on Stage:
Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion
From the very beginning, Chen Shi-Zheng’s project of The Peony Pavilion was
embroiled in controversy around the director’s claim that the production was to be the
first time this late sixteenth-century Chinese music-drama would be staged in its entirety.
Debates involved three kinds of questions: Was it really “the first time” the play was
produced in its entirety? Was it really “in its entirety”? And to what extent can this
production be seen as a kunqu performance?
First, it was widely remarked that the production was not completely faithful to Tang
Xianzu’s dramatic text, due to either technical difficulties or the director’s artistic
decision, especially as seen in the absence of Scenes 14 and 26, “The Portrait” and “The
Portrait Examined,” where pingtan performances are used instead (Rolston 135, Fei 219,
Cai 246). Second, the production was widely seen as a deviation from kunqu's
performance tradition, as demonstrated in remarks by critics such as Bai Xianyong, who
in an interview acknowledges the production’s success, but claims that he is more
inclined to see Chen’s Peony Pavilion as a “musical”1 rather than kunqu in the traditional
sense (238), and Huang Qiongpan, who in an open letter to the New York Times protests
against the director’s pride despite “three centuries’ tradition of kunqu performance and
generations of kunqu artists’ painstaking efforts” (Qtd. Lee 30-31). Finally, even the

1 The word “musical” appears in English.
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production’s more readily accepted status as the first staging of the work in its entirety
was questioned. In the essay “Mudan tingyanchu xiaoshi,” originally published in the
journal Shanghai xiju (no. 6, 1998), Chinese xiqu historian Jiang Jurong lists historical
references to productions of the play in its entirety, as well as in abridged or adapted form
or as selected scenes, thus finding it “imprudent” to see this production either as “a
premiere” or as a “resurrection of the play in its entirety after four hundred years” (288)2.
Jiang does not provide any solid evidence of any production of the play in its entirety,
which is not surprising, since none has been found so far. Yet with his historical survey of
productions of Mudan ting in history, Jiang successfully makes his point that adaptation
and abridgment of the play, especially productions of highlight scenes (zhezi xi), follow
reasonably from the evolution of kunqu as a performing art (288).
Indeed, Chen’s claim is already a paradox in itself. As David Rolston points out in
his review “Tradition and Innovation in Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion,”
“ ‘Completeness’ and ‘authenticity’ are the two things most stressed in publicity about the
New York production... Ironically, because of the play’s performance history, any
attempt to achieve completeness or authenticity in production must also be accounted an
innovation” (134-35). The primary question here is: by what standard can a production be
judged as “complete” and “authentic”? It seems that to be complete and authentic means
to be a loyal duplication of the original version. From what Chen says in the interview,
the standard of completeness and authenticity lies in Tang Xianzu’s text as the original
2 All Chinese quotations are my translation except otherwise indicated.
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version. Problematically, however, the whole idea of staging the entire play is based on
the belief that the only authentic form of the play is not the text for reading, but the
embodiment of the dramatic fiction on the stage. Thus the text hardly qualifies as the
original version that the production can duplicate. It is in this sense that Rolston finds the
irony that “any attempt to achieve completeness or authenticity in production must also
be accounted an innovation”: to be complete and authentic, the production has to be its
own original version. In this sense, the claim of “completeness” and “authenticity”
reflects the status of Chen’s Peony Pavilion as a trans-media effort, aspiring to bring the
dramatic fiction from the text to the stage.
This paradox of “completeness” and “authenticity” in Chen’s Peony Pavilion is
closely related to its cross-cultural status, being a production of a traditional Chinese play
for a western audience in New York. What best illustrates this cross-cultural status is the
anecdote Susan Pertel Jain tells in the Spring 2002 issue of Asian Theatre Journal. The
production was originally scheduled for the summer 1998 Lincoln Center Festival, in
cooperation with the Shanghai Kunju Company. After dress rehearsals in Shanghai,
however, the production was prevented from leaving the country, because the Chinese
cultural authorities found in it “feudalistic, superstitious, and pornographic” elements.
The project was cancelled and was not resurrected until the following summer with a new
cast mainly consisting of artists living outside of China (122). One thing this anecdote
highlights is the material side of cultural interactions. Obviously it is not possible for
New York to present the production with the costumes, set and cast held in Shanghai. Nor
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is it possible for the costumes, set or cast in Shanghai to present the production away
from the stage in New York. The cultural translation from one place to another is no less
physical than it is symbolic, not unlike the dramatic fiction’s translation from the text to
the stage. In this sense, Chen Shi-Zheng’s production of Mudan ting or The Peony
Pavilion can be seen as an event that is at once cross-cultural and trans-medial.
Cross-cultural because trans-medial, and vice versa.
As a cross-cultural and trans-medial event, Chen’s Peony Pavilion involves a
complex network that connects the fictional world, the textual world and their
embodiment in the empirico-physical world. This network is partly revealed in the
production's presentation of kunqu, a genre of traditional Chinese music-drama, as
“opera.” Generally, all genres of xiqu—traditional Chinese music-drama—can be
translated with the word “opera,” since both Chinese xiqu and western opera are
theatrical forms with musical surfaces, despite their tremendous differences. Therefore it
is reasonable to introduce kun-qu, ox xiqu from kunshan (a place in Suzhou, where this
genre of music-drama originated), to western audiences as “kunqu opera.” Here, as an
instance of translation, the word “opera” functionally, although not necessarily accurately,
renders the Chinese word qu or xiqu, with a symbolic correspondence established across
languages. In the specific case of Chen’s Peony Pavilion, however, the use of the word
“opera” is not simply a matter of choosing a name for a phenomenon that belongs to a
different culture, because this name raises issues of greater complexity.
Above all, this complexity can be seen in the duality of theatrical space activated by
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the dialogism between opera and xiqu. On the one hand, Chen’s production is intended
for an American audience familiar with western opera’s conventions, and, according to
David Rolston, “[o]ne way the project was conceptualized by Lincoln Center Festival
director John Rockwell and Chen was the application to Chinese materials of the methods
and goals of the Western early music movement” (136). “Proponents of this movement,”
explains Rolston in the endnote, “held that nineteenth-century performance traditions
obscured the true nature of early Western music.” Cultural and historical connotations of
the word “opera” thus inevitably play a significant role in meaning production. On the
other hand, the stage set of this production, as the director explains in an interview,
attempts to “create an environment for Chinese theatre, like one for performances in
private gardens of Suzhou, with the most traditional stage, a rearing pond, goldfish,
mandarin ducks, with birds singing and flowers giving forth fragrance, to transform the
taste of the Ming-dynasty Chinese literati into this environment.”3 Naming Chen’s Peony
Pavilion “opera,” then, is not merely a case of translation in the linguistic sphere. Rather,
it is a territorial translation, which provides a conceptual/symbolic space for the
embodiment of traditional Chinese music-drama on the western operatic stage, through a
displacement from xiqu to “opera,” from the private gardens of late sixteenth-century
Suzhou to the public theater late twentieth-century New York, from “the taste of the
Ming-dynasty Chinese literati” to that of a contemporary American operatic audience.
In this chapter, I investigate the question of the scene through a study of the
3 Originally in Chinese. My translation.
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embodiment of theatrical space in Chen’s production of The Peony Pavilion, with a focus
on the interrelationships between the fictional world, the textual world and the stage as
their place in the empirico-physical world. I will start with an examination of the
symbolic implication of garden and pavilion as the production’s stage set. Then 1will
investigate the question of symbolic and physical representation through a discussion of
the absence from the stage of Scenes 14 and 26, “The Portrait” and “The Portrait
Examined.” Following this, I will explore the logic behind the embodiment of the
fictional world, by theorizing the paradox of prosopopoeia. Finally, based on these
considerations, 1 will examine the scene as a place for fantasy.

2.1. “A spot beside the peony pavilion”: kunqu opera and the traditional
Chinese garden

The stage set of Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion (fig. 1-fig. 11) illustrates a site of
meaning production at both the physical and the symbolic levels, with the symbols of the
garden and the pavilion at its centre. The stage set features an imitation of a traditional
private garden of Suzhou (Suzhou yuanlin. Cf. fig. 21 -24), as Rolston has observed:
The set included a central main stage with a nonscenic backdrop that could be
raised, a small pavilion used as a secondary stage located stage right, and the
orchestra platform. In front, separating audience from stage, was a fish pond
with ducks and over it songbirds in cages. The rest of the stage was open: large
dressing tables and rows of costumes were visible, particularly in the upstage
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right comer. Scenes of spiky mountains like those of Guilin, or full moons rising
and setting, were projected onto a large screen positioned upstage. We were
supposed to imagine ourselves in the garden of a wealthy man. (138)
With the landscape, the pavilions, and the pond, the garden environment represented by
the stage set functions as a symbol of twofold significance. First, it alludes to the tradition
of kunqu performance in private gardens, instead of a public theatre. Second, the garden
also functions as the Active setting of the play Mudan ting. Thus the audience is
presented with a double fictional space. Not only are the spectators exposed to the
garden’s fictional space, consuming it as the represented fictional world, but they also
become part of the fictional space through this consumption, in Rolston’s terms,
imagining themselves in the garden.
Despite all its material presence, the garden primarily functions in a symbolic way. It
is worth emphasizing here that performance in the garden was hardly the predominant or
even representative form in the history of kunqu. In fact, most people would enjoy kunqu
performance in the theatre, whereas performance in a private residence had always been
the privilege of noble and wealthy households. Thus, the garden is certainly not an
attempt to imitate the traditional environment for kunqu performance in any realistic way,
especially given that the garden is constructed on the stage of a public theatre. Rather, it
functions to remind the audience symbolically of the traditional environment for kunqu
performance. This becomes more obvious in the director’s other efforts to create the
atmosphere of traditional xiqu performance. In addition to the garden as a symbol of the
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traditional environment for performance in a private residence, several arrangements are
also made to revive abandoned habits in traditional public theatre, such as the visible
orchestra on the stage (fig. 1&.2), and jianchang or property men, whom the audience
would see working on the stage despite the performance going on (fig. 7 & 8). The
audience was also advised to behave as those of the past, that is, to come and go as they
pleased and chat during the performance. Thus the “traditional environment” the director
aimed to create is a hybrid, turning the Lincoln Center into neither a private garden nor a
public theatre, except at the imaginary and symbolic levels.
It is in the same, symbolic way that the garden functions as the fictional setting of
the drama. Not all the play’s events take place in the garden; many scenes are set indoors,
in the city or in the wilderness. Yet the garden is unquestionably the most important
setting of Mudan ting, especially as the scene for major events in the first half of the play
(Scenes 1-17). The garden as the stage set, however, plays a more significant role in
meaning production, at a different level. For one thing, the garden as a place for the
lovers’ first encounter is a prevalent motif in classical Chinese literature, especially in
dramatic literature. Mudan ting follows this motif, albeit not closely. The two lovers meet
in a dream, not in person, but the scene nonetheless takes place in the garden. For those
familiar with Chinese culture, the garden is already a symbol of love, romance and
passion. Thus the stage set in the form of a garden not only provides the setting for the
garden scenes, but also symbolically echoes the theme of Tang’s dramatic text throughout
the whole production.
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The symbolism of the garden in the play is best revealed in Scene 10, jingmeng or
“The Interrupted Dream,” which is doubtless the most popular and most frequently
performed scene, usually in the form of adapted zhezi xi or highlight scene, normally
divided into two parts, youyuan “Visit to the Garden” and jingmeng “The Interrupted
Dream,” so as to emphasize the scene in the garden. The whole play is based on the
lovers’ encounter in Du Liniang’s dream and Du Liniang’s dream originates from her visit
to the garden, where she grows sentimental about her youth and beauty, finding “how
deepest purple, brightest scarlet / open their beauty only to dry well crumbling” (44)4.
The garden in Du Liniang’s eyes easily invites the girl, and probably the audience, to read
the garden in spring as a symbol of the girl’s youth. As the scene goes on, the garden
acquires more functions as a theatrical space. When the girl returns to her chamber, she
falls asleep. In her dream she is back in the garden, where she meets a young man, Liu
Mengmei, and the two make love “at a spot beside the peony pavilion” (51). Here the
garden not only fulfills its function as a traditional Chinese literary motif, providing a
place for the lovers’ encounter, but it appears as a place in the dream, a place of fantasy. If,
in the dream, the garden in the empirico-physical world is fantasized, the opposite
happens when the girl returns to the garden “pursuing the dream” (Scene 12), recalling
her encounter with the young man at the very site of “rock garden above the pool” and
“path by tree-peony pavilion” (58); the fantasy is again incarnated, with the garden in the
dream grafted onto the garden in the world of reality. With such drama going on, the
4 All citations from the play are from Cyril Birch’s translation.
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garden as a site of symbolism and fantasy indeed strongly allegorizes the stage as a
theatrical space.
In Chen Shi-Zheng’s production, the main stage at the centre of the set functions
very well in its embodiment of this oscillation between dream/fantasy and reality. The
main stage has an ambiguous position in the garden environment of the stage set. With
the backdrop raised up, and open to the landscape in the background, the structure looks
more like a pavilion (fig. 2 & 6. Cf. fig. 22). With the backdrop down, marking the
entrance and the exit that separates the onstage and the offstage, the structure at once
turns into a traditional Chinese stage (fig. 1 &5). Either would make sense in the
environment. The pavilion is a kind of architecture closely associated with traditional
Chinese gardens. It is also not unusual to find stages in gardens (fig. 19 & 20). Moreover,
sometimes the structure appears to be an indoor setting, or an indoor setting as
represented on stage, or even an indoor setting as a stage, as in Scene 50, when Liu
Mengmei tries to get into a hall where a performance is going on.
This flexibility is taken full advantage of in the production’s embodiment of Scene
10, “The Interrupted Dream.” With the backdrop down, the structure represents the young
lady’s chamber (fig. 5). The next moment, when the Du Liniang and her maid stroll in the
garden, the backdrop is raised so that the structure represents the outdoors (fig. 6). When
Du Liniang returns to her chamber, the backdrop is not put down; instead, two jianchang
or property men carry up a screen, embroidered with designations of peonies, to block the
view of the landscape in the background. The structure thus takes on an indoor look again,
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since the screen is a very common piece of furniture. The young lady then sits down and
starts dozing off, when Liu Mengmei enters the main stage from behind the screen (fig.7).
At this moment, both the main stage and the screen function to represent different
things. The structure is the stage, with the screen separating the onstage from the offstage;
the structure is Du Liniang’s chamber with the screen as furniture, where Du Liniang is
asleep; the structure is Du Liniang’s dream world, that is, the garden in Du Liniang’s
dream. As the scene goes on, Liu Mengmeig brings Du Liniang “beyond this railing
peony-lined / against the mound of weathered Taihu Rocks” (48), where they make love.
In other productions, the performers would go offstage, supposedly to “a spot beside the
peony pavilion,” as Du Liniang later recalls. In Chen’s production, however, the two
performers just go behind the screen. Since the screen, in the place of the backdrop, also
functions as a boundary between onstage and offstage, the two characters are now off (the
small main) stage. On the other hand, however, they still remain on the big stage. The
director even goes so far as to let them put their clothes over the screen (fig.8). Now the
main stage becomes a pavilion in the stage set garden, the pavilion with peonies by the
railings (represented by the screen embroidered with peonies) in Du Liniang’s
dream—the peony pavilion, the place for the lovers’ sexual consummation. Thus the
main stage can be seen as an embodiment of the “peony pavilion” in two senses: a
pavilion-formed stage, like those common in traditional Chinese private gardens, and the
play The Peony Pavilion itself—as already noted in the seventeenth century, Tang
Xianzu’s play was so titled probably because of the peony pavilion’s significant role as
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the place in Du Liniang’s dream where she has consummated sexual love with Liu
Mengmei for the first time, as well as the place where later Du Liniang comes back to life
(Xu, 4). The form suggestive of a pavilion, then, symbolically turns the stage into the
play’s namesake.
The original Chinese word for the architectural structure is ting, which is derived
from the word meaning “to stop.” A ting is an architectural structure designed for people
to stop for a rest. By definition, originally ting was not a structure for residential purposes
or everyday routine activities; rather it was for random passers-by, often built in the wild,
and therefore associated with nature and landscape. In traditional Chinese private gardens,
ting is an indispensable element, functioning at once as a spot to view the landscape from,
and as a spot in the landscape to be viewed.
The aesthetics of ting is best illustrated in two verses of the eleventh-century
Chinese poet Su Shi: “Only because this pavilion is empty without a thing / Can one sit in
it and enjoy all the landscapes nature has built” (642). With no walls, the roof supported
by pillars only, and open in all directions, the Chinese pavilion is characteristic of such
emptiness, as if to open space for the landscape. In fact, designers of private gardens in
China always understood very well the value of such emptiness: the space of the garden
can be decorated with views, scenery and landscape, just by leaving it empty. This is a
widely used technique in garden designation, known as jiejing or “borrowing scenery,”
which is discussed in detail in Yuan ye, a seventeenth-century Chinese work on garden
design (fig. 23 & 24). In part, the functions of this technique, as introduced under the
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entry “Jiejing” in Zhongguo yuan!in jianshang cidian, is “to present an impression of
broader space, bringing views from the surrounding sceneries into the garden, and at the
same time bringing the man-made or man-modified garden into the exterior natural
space” (1013). Emptiness thus becomes a sign of unveiling and plays an active role in the
relationships between the garden and its surroundings by cancelling spatial boundaries.
It is based on the same kind of spatial manipulation that kunqu performance is
produced in the environment of the traditional Chinese private garden. Situated in the
garden, the performance has the chance to borrow the scene(ry) from the surroundings,
transgressing the spatial boundary in both directions, with either the scenery becoming
part of the scene, or the scene becoming part of the scenery. Thus, in the tradition of
garden performance, an enantiomorphous relationship is usually established between the
fictional world and the world of the audience’s reality, as Yao Xufeng has shown in the
essay “Xiju / Huayuan.” Investigating the reason for the popularity of Mudan ting in the
private gardens of the literati in the Ming and Qing dynasties, Yao juxtaposes the imagery
of the garden in the textual world of Mudan ting with gardens in the empirico-physical
world as the environment for the performance of the play, seeing the “imagery of garden”
as “an ambivalent space active at once inside and outside the dramatic fiction” (184).
What Yao observes in the literati’s responses to the play can be summarized thus: on the
one hand they identified Tang’s garden in the textual world with gardens they knew in the
world of reality; on the other hand, they also draw contrasts between the fiction of the
play and the reality of their own life. From Yao’s observation I would like to go further
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and argue that such responses to the performance of Mudan ting in gardens reflect the
aesthetics of jiejing. Clearly the contrast between the fiction and the reality functions as
an imaginary emptiness that would provide space for fantasy. To stage Mudan ting in a
private garden means to place such contrasts in an environment with which the audience
is familiar. With the garden in reality borrowed by the emptiness of the stage as its
scene(ry), the garden in the fictional world and that in the world of reality converge in
both the imaginary and symbolic orders, thereby enhancing the effect of fantasy. Staging
the fictional garden in the environment of a garden in the world of reality, then, can be
seen as a spatial manipulation between the fictional world and the world of reality.
The “environment for Chinese theatre” Chen’s Peony Pavilion aims at should be
examined with an understanding of this cultural background of the relationship between
kunqu performance and the traditional Chinese garden. The theatrical space Chen’s
production creates does not depend on a garden-like stage set alone, but on the spatial
relationship between the pavilion-stage at the centre and the environment created through
symbolic elements of a traditional Chinese garden. At once a symbolic and a physical
space, the pavilion-stage at the centre of the stage set is significant in two ways. First, as
an architectural symbol closely associated with the traditional Chinese garden, the
pavilion symbolizes the space for traditional kunqu performance, along with the stage set
in the form of a traditional Chinese garden. Second, as a specific spot in Du Liniang’s
garden, the fictional setting of the play, the pavilion represents a symbolic space for
meaning production through spatial manipulation as exemplified in the scene “The
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Interrupted Dream” discussed above.
Therefore, garden elements in Chen’s production do not only make up a stage set;
more importantly, they function to create a symbolic space for the audience. To create the
“environment for Chinese theater,” then, means above all “to transform the taste of the
Ming-dynasty Chinese literati into this environment.” In other words, the stage set in
Chen’s Peony Pavilion functions not only as a space to present fiction for the audience,
but also to transform the audience’s space into fiction. Presenting the stage set in the form
of a traditional Chinese garden, then, is not unlike presenting kunqu as “opera”; it can be
seen as a terrestrial translation between the fictional world and the audience’s world of
reality.

2.2.

“Let me see in the mirror what really happened”: the other of

representation

To a great extent, the controversy regarding the production’s completeness and
authenticity stems from this terrestrial translation as transgression across spatial and
cultural boundaries, as suggested in some criticisms. In Leo Ou-Fan Lee’s essay in the
form of an imaginary dialogue, for instance, one interlocutor criticizes the production for
“catering for the taste of Americans,” whereas the other retorts that the production “was
funded by the Lincoln Center, staged in New York, and intended for an American
audience” after all (31 ). Bai Xianxiong also sees the garden elements of the production,

90

such as “the ducks,” as “stunts” (xuetou), a means of “attracting the audience”
(“Interview” 238). In both examples, it is suggested that the production scarifies the
tradition of kunqu for the sake of the “(American) audience.” Due to cultural differences,
an American audience would certainly receive a production of kunqu in a different way
from a Chinese one. Yet does this mean features of Chen’s production should always be
interpreted with regard to the intended audience? Certainly not necessarily, as we see in
an interview with Cai Zhengren, a prestigious kunqu actor and director from the Shanghai
Kunju Company and for a time collaborator on Chen’s project, who appreciates from a
theatrical perspective many non-traditional elements of Chen’s production, such as the
ghost characters in Scene 28, “Union in the Shades” (244) and the stilt walking in Scene
8, “Speed the Plough” (246); interestingly, the elements Cai mentions are often seen as
ways to attract the audience’s attention (for instance, Rolston 140). Indeed, this is not a
question of the standards for artistic criticism. Rather, it is more concerned with the
surplus meaning Chen’s Peony Pavilion acquires from its status as a cross-cultural event.
To understand such surplus meaning, Chen’s production should be examined as an
instance of translation through the question: is any meaning lost or added through such
cultural translation? That is, is there any cultural authenticity about Mudan ting?
In the case of Chen’s Peony Pavilion, this question is one of representation, in terms
of both trans-medial embodiment of the dramatic fiction and cross-cultural
communication of the dramatic text, “text” being understood in the broadest sense of the
word. The controversy regarding the omission of Scenes 14 and 26, “The Portrait” and
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“The Portrait Examined,” is most enlightening on this point. Bai Xianyong, for instance,
thinks it is a mistake to employ tanci5 in place of such an important scene as “The
Portrait” (“Interview” 238). Cai Zhengren, Chen’s sometime collaborator, was also
“strongly against” the idea of using tanci for the two scenes, and still disagrees about it:
“[Chen’s] justification was that the audience would need variety for their interest, and I
said you could make changes to anything but” these two scenes. For Cai, this is a sign
that “Director Chen Shi-Zheng does not have enough understanding of kunqu,” and that
Chen chose kunqu only because “he wanted to embody Tang Xianzu’s Mudan ting” and
kunqu was the only medium he could find (246).
Fei Yong, who also finds it “hard to understand the decision to deliver the two
scenes representing the male and female protagonists’ expression of love in ‘The Portrait’
and ‘The Portrait Examined’ in the form ofpingtan rather than being performed by a
kunqu actor and actress,” which may explain his criticism with regard to the intended
audience in his discussion of this issue:
In such a significant scene, it would be wonderful if the audience could see what Du
Liniang feels through her look and posture, and be more impressed with Du
Liniang’s emotional insistence with the help of [the performer’s] expressions and
dances... Chen’s production, however, deals with the scenes briefly in the form of
pingtan. This disappoints not only the performer, but also the audience. (219).
5 As pointed out by David Rolston, in Chen’s program, the word used is “p i n g t a n which “refers to two oral narrative
traditions, p in g h u a and l a n d . .. One main difference between them is whether the story is told with musical
accompaniment ( l a n d ) or not (p in g h u a ). By this definition it would be more useful to describe the performance genre
in these scenes as l a n d rather than p in g ta n " (143). For this reason, I will use the word l a n d , but the word p in g ta n in
quotations will remain intact.
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Fei then comes to the conclusion that, “intended for an American audience, Chen’s
production may have taken the audience’s interest in the exotic (lieqi xinli) into
consideration” (220). Fei’s criticism is obviously concerned with the embodiment of the
fiction. For Fei, the tanci narrative does not suffice to represent the male and female
protagonists’ feelings, without the performers’ “expressions and dances.” Fei’s argument,
then, implies that dramatic fiction should be embodied through theatrical corporeality (in
this case, kunqu performance), the very same belief that is at the heart of Director Chen
Shi-Zheng’s whole idea of producing Mudan ting in its entirety—the only authentic
version of Mudan ting being a production on stage.
Yet for the director, tanci is by no means a random choice. In the director’s notes,
“Chen stresses that pingtan is local to Suzhou (the heartland of kunqu) and mentions
adding it to his production immediately after recounting his decision to stage the play
using the restoration of ‘some lively elements of early Chinese opera that have fallen into
disuse’ ” (Rolston 135-36). Tanci, then, plays a significant role in the construction of the
production of “authenticity” both as kunqu, the genre of traditional Chinese music-drama
and as chuanqi, the genre of traditional Chinese dramatic literature. Indeed, as a
performing art, tanci can be associated with Tang Xianzu’s Mudan ting as both chuanqi
and kunqu in various ways. First, tanci, well developed and popular during the late Ming
Dynasty when Tang Xianzu’s Mudan ting was composed, is historically associated with
kunqu and chuanqi. It is not without reason that the director uses tanci as a representative
of the “elements of early Chinese opera.” It is established that Chinese music-drama has
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its headwaters in shuochang, a performative oral narrative that intermixes speaking and
singing, accompanied by percussive and/or string instruments. According to Chinese folk
art scholar Zhao Jingshen, “tanci originated in zhugongdiao of the Song, Yuan and Jin
dynasties” (40), a genre of shuochang narrative from which kunqu has inherited a great
portion of literary and musical traditions through nanxi or “southern opera.” With a
mutual origin, tanci and kunqu are closely related in literary and musical styles.
Second, tanci can also be associated with kunqu and chuanqi as a medium for
dramatic fiction. Generally tanci is divided into two types, wenci, literarlly “written
words,” which is a narrative completely in the third-person, for the purpose of reading
alone, and changci, literally “singing words,” which is a mixture of both third-person and
first-person narratives, mostly for the purpose of performance in front of an audience
(See Zhao Jingshen 43). This distinction reminds us of the status of Mudan ting as an
antou xi or “desktop opera,” a dramatic text regarded as more suited for perusal than
performance. Furthermore, there is a tradition of tanci being adapted from chuanqi plays;
that is, tanci has long been a medium through which the dramatic fiction of antou xi is
delivered to the audience in performance. In this sense, the use of tanci here can be seen
as an emblem of Chen’s effort of staging an antou xi.
Third and most importantly, here tanci is associated with kunqu and Mudan ting in a
cultural space. As a cultural sign of Suzhou, “heartland of kunqu," tanci symbolizes the
city as the cultural environment for kunqu performance. It can even be suggestive of the
private gardens of Suzhou, where performances of tanci were not rare through the

94

seventeenth to early twentieth centuries. Thus along with the garden constructed both
physically and symbolically on stage, tanci participates in producing the fictional space
for the audience of Chen’s Peony Pavilion.
With this background, the substitution of tanci performance for kunqu performance
by no means contradicts the “completeness” and “authenticity” Chen’s Peony Pavilion
claims; on the contrary, it participates in constructing such “completeness” and
“authenticity.” The two scenes in question are significant because of Du Liniang’s portrait,
the pivotal artefact and symbol on which the whole play depends. Despite the omission of
the two scenes in kunqu performance, however, Pingtan performance adds, rather than
subtracts, symbolic value in the female protagonist’s portrait as a sign of representation
and self-reflection.
The portrait as a representation of Du Liniang serves as a problematic medium
through which Liu Mengmei finds the young lady. It is in the first place an aftermath of
Du Liniang’s dream of Liu Mengmei, and later it leads to Liu Mengmei’s romance with
Du Liniang’s ghost. Thus the portrait passes on not only Du Liniang’s image after her
death, but also Du Liniang’s fantasy, which later passes into Liu Mengmei’s world of
reality. After the encounter with Liu Mengmei in her dream, Du Liniang grows lovesick
and pines away. Aware of her poor health, she decides to paint a self-portrait so that her
beauty will remain in the world. When the portrait is finished and hidden in the garden,
Du Liniang dies and is buried under an apricot tree, according to her will. Three years
later, when the Dus have moved away from the city, Liu Mengmei, lodging in the garden,

95

finds the portrait and is infatuated with the image. He calls the girl again and again, and
at night, the ghost of Du Liniang visits him, as if in response to his calling. It is Scene 14,
in which Du Liniang paints her self-portrait, and Scene 26, in which Liu Mengmei
examines and falls in love with Du Liniang’s portrait, that are substituted for tanci
performance.
The Chinese title of Scene 14, “Painting the Portrait,” is xiezhen. The word consists
of two morphemes. The first, xie, originally means “to place,” from which derived the
meaning “to express” or “to create,” from which derived the meaning “to describe,” “to
imitate” and thus “to paint.” The second, zhen, originally means “immortal,” from which
derived the meaning “essential,” “natural” and “real,” from which derived the meaning
“image” or “looks” and thus “portrait.” Thus, besides “painting the portrait,” the title of
the scene can also be read as “imitating the real” or “creating the image.” The “real” that
is imitated, however, is nothing more than a reflection in the mirror. It is already
problematic that Du Liniang would imitate the “real” of her look in the mirror, if we
remember why she wanted to paint a self-portrait in the first place. When Du Liniang’s
maid tells Liniang she looks haggard from the sickness, Du Liniang decides to “see in the
mirror what has really happened [to her looks or to herself]” (67). Alarmed by the
reflection in the mirror, Du Liniang decides to paint a self portrait to leave her beauty to
the world (67). The reflection in the mirror is already different from Du Liniang’s “real”
appearance, namely her earlier healthy beautiful appearance which she wants to pass on
through the portrait. During the process of painting, then, Du Liniang is not simply
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“imitating” the mirror reflection; her portrait is rather an artistic “creation,” as suggested
in her aria:
ah mirror semblance,
you must be my close model.
for cheeks with teasing smile
and cherry mouth
and willow leaf of brow
and now washes of drifting mist
the cloud of hair.
Far tip of eyebrow lost in hair at temples,
Already the eyes with light of autumn stream
personify the sitter;
hair ornaments bright with feathers and gems
set off the brows curving as hills of spring. (68-69)
Obviously, Du Liniang’s words are her demands on the “mirror semblance” for an image
she wants. The “semblance” here is certainly not the reflection of the haggard-looking
sick girl Du Liniang sees in the mirror. Tina Lu has noted “three distinct versions of Du
Liniang” at this moment: “the girl gazing into the mirror, her reflection in the mirror, and
finally the still unfinished portrait,” as seen in the three faces in a 1617 woodblock
illustration (fig. 18), “each looking recognizably similar to the others but significantly
different” (35). Thus Du Liniang’s xiezhen or portrait painting involves various versions
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of the “real” to imitate, or of the “image” to create. The reflection in the mirror Du
Liniang sees as “what has really happened” represents the most immediate bodily reality
of the girl’s here-and-now. The “mirror semblance” that Du Liniang calls forth, on the
other hand, represents the girl’s idealized reality, the coherent self-image in the girl’s
mind. Of course, only the latter, as the verisimilar discussed in Chapter One, qualifies as
the zhen, in both senses of “real” and “image,” to be the girl’s “close model.”
Based on these two versions of zhen, the portrait illustrates the problematic of
representation, as seen in the dialogue between Du Liniang and her maid. When the
portrait is completed, the maid comments: “Easy enough to sketch her aspect / in hues red
or dark; / harder to portray the rare individual self / when the image reflects the reality /
like flowers seen behind closed lids or the moon on water.” To this Du Liniang’s response
is, “But it will make a charming picture” (69). The maid is certainly right with her
concern about the difference between “reality” and the “reflection of reality,” and Du
Liniang seems to agree; however, Du Liniang’s response suggests her view of the portrait
as her representation: “a charming picture” suffices. Indeed, if the success of
representation can be judged by recognition, Du Liniang’s portrait is successful the
moment Liu Mengmei is touched by the image, in the sense that Liu Mengmei recognizes
the portrait as “a charming picture.” As the play goes on, one finds another instance of
such (mis)recognition in Liu Mengmei’s failure to identify the ghostly form with the
image in the portrait in Scene 28. When Liu Mengmei sees Du Liniang’s ghost, his first
response is “of what noble family is this young maiden whose beauty startles so?” (161).
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That is, Liu Mengmei does not recognize her as the girl in the portrait, but is nonetheless
“startled” by the ghost’s beauty. Thus, despite the problematic of “resemblance,” the
portrait has successfully fulfilled its task to bring the lovers together. In this sense, the
portrait represents the corporeal reality of the artefact as a medium for representation. As
an artefact, the portrait has a (corpo)reality that distinguishes it from both Du Liniang’s
fantasy, that is, her dream in which she meets with Liu Mengmei, and her bodily reality,
that is, the girl herself already dead and buried, neither of which is accessible to Liu
Mengmei. The portrait indeed serves well as a medium bringing Du Liniang’s dream to
Liu Mengmei.
In Tang Xianzu’s dramatic text, however, the portrait’s corporeality is embodied in
an incorporeal way. With Du Liniang’s aria or monologue during her painting of the
portrait, Du Liniang not only calls forth a “mirror semblance” as her “close model;” more
accurately, she paints by words, composing a verbal portrait, a poetic creation in place of
the supposed imitation. Here questions arise when the verbal portrait is juxtaposed with
the corporeal portrait on the stage: what is the relationship between the corporeal portrait
and the verbal one? Which of them represents more closely the “mirror semblance,” or
the portrait in the fictional world? On the one hand, Du Liniang’s aria/monologue is the
only possible way to reveal the portrait in the text. If the dramatic text is the source of the
stage production, the verbal portrait is certainly the more authoritative version. On the
other hand, the verbal portrait is nothing more than a description of the portrait; for the
stage production, the other portrait is more material, and thus more verisimilar, especially
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considering the significance of the portrait’s role as an artefact in the dramatic fiction.
This paradox in the representation of the portrait reflects the relationship between
the corporeal form of the stage production and the incorporeal fictional world in the
dramatic text. Here the portrait on stage is not simply an instance of embodiment that
gives the dramatic text a corporeal form, because when the dramatic text is staged, the
verbal and the corporeal portraits appear on the stage simultaneously. In the theatrical
coding system, the verbal portrait is no less a means of representation than the corporeal
portrait. For one thing, in a stage production, the verbal portrait is not delivered to the
audience as words alone; rather it is delivered through the actor’s performance in the
specific mise-en-scene. For another, these words are also the character’s lines at this
specific theatrical moment; that is, these words belong to the dramatic fiction. Thus on
the stage the verbal portrait and the corporeal portrait co-exist in an inter-reflexive way,
each reminding the audience of the other as a means of representation.
With the tanci performance in the place of the two scenes in Chen’s Peony Pavilion,
however, the production by no means makes any effort to avoid this paradox by removing
the corporeal portrait offstage. Despite the omission of Scenes 14 and 16, the portrait
nonetheless appears on stage in Scene 28, facing the audience and showing its content
faithfully following the textual suggestions (fig 11). On the other hand, the paradox is
highlighted by the absence of the artefact in the two scenes in which Du Liniang paints
the portrait and Liu Mengmei examines the portrait, when the corporeality of the portrait,
for the reasons discussed above, is most significant, revealing the paradox as concerning
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the corporeal form of the dramatic fiction on stage. In this sense, the substitution of tanci
for kunqn performance can be seen as a gesture of self-consciousness and self-reflection
in terms of the theatrical space as a medium for the dramatic fiction, directed both at the
corporeal form of the theatrical production and at the dramatic text.

2.3. “My body remains virgin as before”: the paradox of prosopopoeia

To understand the self-conscious and self-reflective role of the tanci in Chen’s
Peony Pavilion, it is necessary to examine the production’s claim to completeness and
authenticity with regard to both the dramatic fiction in the text and the embodiment of the
dramatic fiction on stage. The director’s paradoxical claim that his production for the first
time gives the entire play a body on stage reminds one of a paradoxical scene in the play
The Peony Pavilion, when the female protagonist Du Liniang claims the virginity of her
body on her wedding night. Besides the sexual intercourse in the dream, as a ghost, Du
Liniang has also spent several nights with Liu, before she confesses that she is dead and
asks Liu to find her body so that she can come back to life. On their wedding night,
however, the resurrected girl claims to be a virgin. “But we spent nights of love together,”
says the confused groom. “That was my ghostly form: only now do I bring you my real
self,” replies the bride. “My body remains virgin as before” (210).
Du Liniang’s claim gives rise to questions regarding the paradoxical relationship
between her identity and her body: to what extent is the real self the self in body? to what
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extent can one say the two lovers meet for the first time when they meet in body? Not
only do the two lovers encounter each other before the first time their bodies meet, but
they can meet in body only because of their previous, non-corporeal encounters, through
two dreams, a portrait, and a poem. Indeed, were it not for the dreams, Du Liniang would
not have painted the portrait or died; were it not for the portrait, Liu Mengmei would not
have fallen in love with her; most importantly, had not Du Liniang died, the two lovers
would not have had the chance to meet, because the girl would not have had the freedom
of a ghostly form to meet her lover; besides, she would have moved to another city with
her family, instead of staying at the spot waiting for her lover, buried.
All these non-corporeal encounters are foreshadowed in the male protagonist’s name,
Liu Mengmei. As early as the second scene of the play, “Declaring Ambition,” Liu
explains his name: he has recently had a dream, in which he “entered a garden where a
lovely girl stood beneath a flowering apricot,” and in which the girl told him she was “the
one [he] must meet to set foot on [his] road to love and prosperity”(4). That is why Liu
changed his name to Mengmei, which means “dream of apricot.” The given name of the
character, then, serves the purpose of the romance of the play. Soon it becomes clear that
his last name, Liu, which means “willow,” serves the same purpose. In Scene Ten, “The
Interrupted Dream,” the girl Du Liniang, in turn, dreams of Liu with a branch of willow
in his hand. These images of apricot and willow later become important signs of unity for
the lovers.
When the portrait is finished, Du Liniang recalls that in her dream the young man,
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“bearing a branch of willow in his hand,” asked Liniang to compose a poem to honor the
branch of willow, which Du Liniang never had a chance to do. Then Du Liniang inscribes
these verses on the portrait: “However close the likeness / viewed from near at hand /
from farther off one would say / this was some airborne sprite. / Union in some year to
come / with the ‘courtier of the moon’ / will be beneath the branches / either of willow or
apricot” (70). Du Liniang’s poem on the portrait is evidently a response to the young
man’s request in her dream. What was left unfinished she now finishes. By this gesture,
the dream is carried on in reality.
The branch of “willow” that the young man carries is a reference to his family name
Liu (literally “willow”), and the imagery of apricot in the poem, as well as the apricot tree
under which Du Liniang’s body is buried, refers to the young man’s first name Mengmei
(literally “dreaming apricot”). Even though Du Liniang does not yet know the name at
the moment when the poem is composed, the poem is nonetheless Du Liniang’s
summoning of the young man in the dream, which Liu Mengmei will recognize and
respond to. In Scene 26, wanzhen or “The Portrait Examined,” Liu notices the image of
willow in the verses on the portrait, and at once associates it with his own name: “But
what does she mean ‘beneath the branches either of willow or apricot’? Most mysterious.
How could she know that Liu Mengmei, crossing Apricot Ridge, over hill and pass,
would reach this spot?” The girl in the portrait, Liu observes, “bears a green sprig of
apricot in her hand,” and identifies himself with the sprig of apricot, imagining the girl is
“holding my own self in her arms” (145). It seems that it is at this moment that Liu falls
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in love with the image, as he sings: “Apricot branch in hand, softly intoning her verse,
luring my stumbling heart to thoughts of love” (145). At this moment, it is clear that the
girl’s self-portrait is not only a representation of her own image, but also a narrative of
her dream, as suggested by the way the image imitates the lover’s pose in the dream, with
the branch of apricot in hand. The whole romance between the two lovers, then, is based
on the imagery referring to names, in the characters’ dreams and in turn in Du Liniang’s
portrait.
Du Liniang’s portrait reveals a specular structure of trans-medial meaning
production, with different reflections of Du Liniang in juxtaposition, as seen in the scene
of Du Liniang painting the portrait. To start with the dramatic fiction, there are already
four versions of Du Liniang: the girl painting the portrait, the girl painted in the portrait,
the reflection of the girl in the mirror, and finally the girl’s self-image in her mind that
serves as the real model instead of her reflection in the mirror. When this scene is
delivered to the audience, however, more versions are produced with involution of the
media that carry the fiction. In the dramatic text, all the above four versions of Du
Liniang are represented at the verbal level; on the stage they are represented respectively
by the performer and the performer’s action, the performer’s reflection in the prop mirror
in the context of the performer’s action, the image in the prop portrait in the context of
the performer’s action, and Du Liniang’s aria/monologue delivered through the
performer’s voice and action.
These versions are certainly not independent from each other; on the contrary they
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are inter-reflective of each other in a trans-medial way. First, besides the obvious
inter-reflection among the four versions of Du Liniang in the dramatic fiction, Du
Liniang’s portrait brings the girl’s self-image in her mind, the “close model” next to the
real Du Liniang, into a corporeal form in the fictional world. Then the words of Du
Liniang’s aria/monologue embody the portrait at the textual level. Finally, on the stage,
the portrait is brought into a corporeal form that shares the empirico-physical space with
the audience, through the representation of the artifactitious prop, accompanied by a
verbal representation of the portrait delivered through the performer’s voice and action,
the two versions mirroring each other. Thus the portrait essentially presents a specular
structure of representation that juxtaposes the reflection and the reflected, by which all
versions of Du Liniang are present on the spot, all at once claiming to reflect or imitate a
“real” Du Liniang that cannot be embodied either in the text or on the stage.
Considering this constellation of representations of Du Liniang that joins together
the dramatic fiction, the dramatic text and the dramatic production, the audience cannot
ignore the correspondence between Du Liniang’s claim to a virginal body and Chen
Shi-Zheng’s claim that “for centuries nobody has seen the entirety of this work until” this
production, that is, his claim to “completeness” and “authenticity” through “innovation”
(Rolston 134-35), especially in the case of the Scenes 14 and 26 delivered in tanci
performance.
Above all, the symmetrical appearance of the tanci performance already highlights
the portrait’s role in the play by juxtaposing Du Liniang painting the portrait and Liu
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Mengmei examining the portrait. As discussed above, Scene 14 illustrates several
functions of the portrait, as an image of Du Liniang, a “charming picture,” a narrative of
Du Liniang’s dream/fantasy, and a rebus implicitly referring to Liu Mengmei’s name.
Accordingly, Scene 26 illustrates the fulfillment of these functions through Liu
Mengmei’s “examination” of the portrait, with Liu Mengmei’s infatuation with the girl’s
image, confusion with the symbolism of the dream, and recognition of his own name and
his own dream.
As an object for examination, the portrait is at once imaginary and symbolic; it is
meaningful to Liu Mengmei only because of the juxtaposition of the image and Du
Liniang’s poem. At first, Liu Mengmei takes the image for a goddess, although he
“seem[s] to recognize her” (144). Only when he sees the poem does he realize that “this
is a self-portrait by some mortal girl” (145). Moreover, he begins to recognize the
resemblance between the girl in the portrait and the one in his own dream, wondering
“can it be true that what will come to pass / was already perceived in dream?” (145). In
response to Du Liniang’s verses inscribed on the portrait, Liu Mengmei composes the
following lines: “The excellence of the painting / is nature’s inspiration, / a sprite either
of heaven / or of earth below; / the ‘moon-palace union’ / may be near at hand or far / but
hopes of spring are lodged / in willow and apricot” (146). Liu Mengmei’s poem is
seemingly a celebration of the “charming portrait” in terms of verisimilitude: “the
excellence of the painting” is a function of “nature’s inspiration.” Yet to what extent can
one say Liu Mengmei recognizes Du Liniang at this moment, since Liu Mengmei has
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never met the girl in person before? Indeed, Liu Mengmei is never sure who the girl in
the portrait is even though he has registered some resemblance to the girl in his dream.
Liu Mengmei’s recognition, then, is based less on the girl’s identity as Du Liniang than
on the image as a self-portriat, a xiezhen, both as “imitated real” and “created image.”
That is, he recognizes the image’s reference to a girl in the world of “reality.” Through
this recognition, Liu Mengmei’s infatuation with the image is redirected to the girl the
portrait represents. Thus the portrait is successful as Du Liniang’s summoning of the
young man in her dream/fantasy, with Liu Mengmei’s response directed not to the portrait,
but to Du Liniang herself: “Lovely lady! Gracious mistress!” (146).
For both Du Liniang and Liu Mengmei, the portrait, with both the image and the
poem, is a site for their dialogue by means of prosopopeia, which Paul de Man defines in
“Autobiography as De-Facement” as “the fiction of an apostrophe to an absent, deceased,
or voiceless entity, which posits the possibility of the latter’s reply and confers upon it the
power of speech” (75-6). In this dialogue, the portrait represents the absent other for
either interlocutor. By painting the portrait and writing the poem, Du Liniang objectifies
her dream/fantasy, her words and even herself, turning herself into an artefact. As
suggested by the imagery of willow and apricot in both the portrait and the poem, the
portrait addresses Liu Mengmei, at least at the moment when Liu Mengmei recognizes
his own name in the portrait. Precisely by recognizing his own name, Liu Mengmei at the
same time recognizes the portrait as Du Liniang’s voice; precisely because of this
recognition Liu Mengmei can address the portrait as the absent girl, with the apostrophe
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“Lovely lady! Gracious mistress!”
As Paul de Man has pointed out, “[v]oice assumes mouth, eye and finally face, a
chain that is manifest in the etymology of the trope’s name, prosopon poein, to confer a
mask or a face (prosopon)” (76). In the case of Du Liniang’s portrait, this chain is
bidirectional. On the one hand, the portrait and the poem as Du Liniang’s voice assumes
“mouth, eye and finally face.” Liu Mengmei’s trace of thinking is obvious. The first
question he asks is: “is this a work of a painter, or from the hand of the beauty herself’
(144)? Since this is a self-portrait, as indicated by the poem inscribed on it, the portrait
certainly assumes “the hand of the beauty herself.” On the other hand, with the imagery
of willow and apricot, the portrait also seduces Liu Mengmei into wondering: “Surely the
‘willow’ of my name / and the apricot in her hand / must form a closer union yet?”
(146-47). In other words, the portrait, by calling Liu Mengmei’s name, also assumes his
body and thus his voice, his calling back: “Lovely lady! Gracious mistress!”
Thus the portrait is not merely an image accompanied with words, or merely an
assembly of symbolism, or merely a representation of Du Liniang’s voice. The details of
the portrait, as reported through Du Liniang and Liu Mengmei’s words, are only
meaningful through the portrait’s function in the dramatic fiction. In a discussion of
prosopopeia, Michael Riffaterre writes, “Sensory details are not significant per se, but
only as recognizable, visible actualizations of a structure. This structure is descriptive
inasmuch as it organizes a locale, but the locale itself is no more than an outline for a
possible functional equivalency. Prosopopeia translates it into the actual exchange of

108

functions” (118). Riffaterre’s argument is based on his analysis of passages from Proust’s
Recherche as instances of Marcel’s memory of the cabinet embodied in his senses of
several interior spaces. The cabinet is associated with the protagonist’s masturbation at an
earlier age, which Riffaterre describes as a spatialized experience: “through the window
of the bathroom where he locked himself up, he can see an expanse of open country that
his arousal fills with phantasms, an exemplary expression of the subject invading the
object, of the inner taking the outer” (116). With “the subject invading the object” and
“the inner taking the outer,” the prosopopeia in Marcel’s memory of the cabinet manifests
the spatiality of representation, which is already implied in Paul de Man’s point that the
voice assumes the face, because the face naturally takes space. The senses and the
phantasms thus rely on the subject as an agent of spatial perception. The structure in
question, then, is one of the physical space that is occupied by the symbolic. Du Liniang’s
portrait does not so much involve memory (except for memory of dream/fantasy) as
fantasy, but it nonetheless characterizes the structure of spatiality as “the object invaded
by the subject.” By prosopopeia, the portrait as an artefact is “translated” into a locale for
voices, and thereby a theatrical space that assumes faces and therefore bodies.
It is precisely this structure of prosopopeia that the tanci performance reveals by
omitting the portrait’s corporeality from the theatrical space. In the first tanci
performance in the place of Scene 14, xiezhen (fig. 9), the portrait is presented through a
first-person narrative, which has preserved all elements of the portrait at the textual level,
including the verbal portrait, that is, Du Liniang’s aria/monologue, partly paraphrased and
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partly in the original text, as well as Du Liniang’s poem. However, the verbal portrait is
not presented as a text, because tanci is by no means merely a narrative; rather, the
portrait is delivered through the performer’s voice. Thus, in this first-person narrative, the
tanci performer’s voice represents Du Liniang’s voice, not unlike the situation in the
kunqii performance. What distinguishes tanci performance from kunqu performance here
is the absence of the corporeality of dramatic fiction. Here the performer’s body does not
represent that of Du Liniang, at least not in the same way as in kunqu or other theatrical
performances, where the performer’s body completely represents the character’s body. In
other words, in this tanci performance, the portrait is embodied as Du Liniang’s voice
without a body.
The performer’s voice here is characteristic of prosopopeia in the classical sense,
that is, to speak as another person or object (in this case, both, that is as both Du Liniang
the girl and Du Liniang’s portrait). This voice is bodiless, in the sense that the
performer’s body does not represent anything from the fictional world; yet the
performance is nonetheless successful in delivering the dramatic fiction with the voice
assuming a “face.” This face, however, does not belong to Du Liniang alone, because the
narrative involves the whole fictional world. This is more obvious in the tanci
performance in place of Scene 26, wanzhen (fig. 10), when the dramatic fiction is
delivered through a third-person narrative, except for the apostrophe in quotation:
“Lovely lady! Gracious mistress!” The voice here certainly does not belong to Liu
Mengmei. Rather, it is the fiction per se that is speaking. Nonetheless, prosopopeia is at
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work, with the performer’s voice assuming a corporeality, namely the corporeality of the
fictional world. Indeed, in the tanci performance, what is voiced is a structure, a theatrical
space. With this bodiless voice assuming the fictional world, the corporeality of the
theatrical production is highlighted as a product of prosopopeia. In a self-reflective way,
then, the controversy regarding the production’s completeness and authenticity is
manifested as a paradox of prosopopeia.

2.4.

“Together we shall trace our peony-pavilion dream”: cultural tradition as

coding system

In light of this understanding of prosopopeia and the chain of the represented voice
assuming face/body/space, let’s return to the question of Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony
Pavilion. What does it mean for the production to be “complete” and “authentic” and at
the same time “innovative”? In association with the dramatic text, what does it mean for
the resurrected Du Liniang to claim virginity? Or what does it mean for the lovers to meet
in body? Up to the moment the two lovers meet in person, Liu Mengmei has met several
likenesses of Du Liniang, in the dream, in the portrait, in the poem and in ghostly form.
The resurrection of Du Liniang, then, is no more than the resurrection of these likenesses,
because these are what Liu Mengmei really looks for in Du Liniang’s resurrected body.
Here, by laying claim to virginity, the resurrected body represents the problematic of the
corporeal form of representation in the theater. On the wedding night, it is the bride’s
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name, not her body, that Liu Mengmei already knows, just as it is Liu’s name, not his
body, that Du Liniang knows in her dream in the first place. In this sense, the likenesses
are not resurrected in Du’s body so much as in her name. The same applies to Chen
Shi-zheng’s production. The theatrical fiction is not so much resurrected in its corporeal
form as in the play’s name.
The original title of Tang Xianzu’s play is Mudan ting huanhun ji, or “The Story of
the Returned Ghost at the Peony Pavilion.” Historically, both Huanhun ji and Mudan ting
have been widely used as the short form. However, in recent times the play is better
known as Mudan ting. Thus Chen Shi-Zheng’s production is presented under the name of
The Peony Pavilion, a name highlighted at the conclusion of the play in Liu Mengmei’s
words, which Cyril Birch renders as “Henceforth / together we shall trace / our
peony-pavilion dream” (339). The original Chinese text, “congjinhou ha mudan ting
mengying shuang miaohua” (290), is more ambiguous than the English translation. First,
the word mengying consists of two morphemes. The first, meng, is close to the English
word “dream”; the second, ying, however, has several connotations that the English word
“dream” does not cover, such as “shadow,” “reflection,” “simulacrum,” “image” and
“portrait,” all significant in the context of the dramatic fiction. Second, the word miaohua,
which is properly rendered by the English word “trace” in the sense of “to copy (as a
drawing) by following the lines or letters as seen through a transparent superimposed
sheet” (Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary Eleventh Edition), also means “to
portray, describe, draw or paint.” Finally, in the Chinese text, there is no word
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corresponding to the word “we” in the English translation. The word used is shuang,
meaning “both,” but it is unclear whether the word modifies the subject or the object of
the sentence.
The ambiguity of these words leads to different readings of the sentence, such as
“Henceforth together we both shall portray (or trace) our peony-pavilion dream,” or
“Henceforth both the dream and image (or shadows, reflection, portrait, illustration, etc.)
of the peony pavilion shall be portrayed (or traced).” Thus, Liu Mengmei’s last words in
the play have resonance both within and without the play’s fictional world. The adverbial
of future time, “henceforth” (cong jinhou), implies a future tense for the two fictional
characters and therefore an extension of the fictional world—the play may conclude at
this point, but the fiction will go on beyond. At the same time, Liu Mengmei’s words can
also be read as a reference to productions of the play—the play will be passed on as a
dream/portrait (mengying) for tracing, that is, for copying or reproducing. The two
readings of these lines should be seen as two sides of the same coin. On the one hand, the
extension of the fictional world provides the mengying, the fiction of The Peony Pavilion
for each production’s tracing; on the other hand, each production also provides the
mengying, the image of the fiction, so that the fictional world can be extended.
As we have seen in the above discussion of the embodiment of Du Liniang’s dream
and portrait, either meng (“dream”) or ying (“portrait”) properly characterizes the stage
fantasy as the object for miaohua in Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion: meng or “dream”
represents the incorporeal fiction, whereas ying or “portrait” represents the corporeal
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form as the medium for the fiction. Thus in Che Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion, Liu
Mengmei’s last words are suggestive of the production’s claim to “completeness” and
“authenticity,” with regard to questions of the “performing tradition” of knnqu opera.
What is the relationship between the mengying (in all the senses mentioned above) the
dramatic text tells of and the traditional embodiment of the dramatic fiction? Does Chen’s
production have to be faithful to the performing tradition of kunqu so as to be faithful to
this mengying, that is, so as to be “complete” and “authentic”?
On the one hand, the association of the performing tradition of kunqu with the
completeness and authenticity of the play Mudan ting is problematic. After all, as one of
the interlocutors in Leo Ou-Fan Lee’s dialogue argues, no one is sure what a production
of Mudan ting would have been like in seventeenth-century China (31). What we
understand as the “tradition” o f kunqu performance is the result of, and is still in the
process of, a long evolution through the history of practice on the stage; thus there is no
static or absolute standard for what is traditional. Moreover, although “traditionally”
Mudan ting has been performed in kunqu style, Tang Xianzu’s play was originally based
on yihuang qiang, a local opera style of his hometown, linchuan; when the play was
written in 1598, kunqu was just starting to become popular, and would not gain the
predominant place in Chinese music-drama until later. Most importantly, to stage the
entire play is already contradictory to the tradition of kunqu performance, which depends
on zhezi xi or highlight scenes. On the other hand, the tradition of kunqu performance is
nonetheless significant to Chen’s Peony Pavilion, as seen in the debate between Chen
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Shi-Zheng and Cai Zhengren during their period of collaboration. Chen claimed that what
he wanted to produce was not a piece of kunqii opera, but the play Mudan ting; to which
Cai replied: “but you are nonetheless producing a piece of kunqu opera; this you can’t
deny” (Cai 244). Indeed, meaning production in Chen’s Peony Pavilion inevitably
involves the tradition of kunqu performance, in whatever sense of the word “tradition.”
As reflected in the aforementioned criticism of Chen’s production as regards the tradition
of kunqu performance, taking kunqu opera as its medium for the play the production can
by no means be independent of the history of kunqu performance and all the meanings it
accrues. Here I would like to consider the relationship between meaning production in
Chen’s Peony Pavilion and the tradition of kunqu performance in the instance of
mengying shuang miaohua, that is, embodiment of the dream, through a comparative
review of three cases: a change in the conventional embodiment of the dream, a
woodblock illustration that accompanies the text in the 1598 edition of Mudan ting, and a
contemporary production of the scene that claims to be more faithful to the “tradition”
than Chen’s production.
In scene 10 of Tang Xianzu’s dramatic text, the stage direction for Du Liniang’s
dream is: “She falls asleep and begins to dream of Liu Mengmei, who enters bearing a
branch of willow in his hand” (47). The first half of the sentence is more narrative than
instructive. It provides no information as to what this process would look like on stage.
As pointed out by Lu Eting, although there is no detailed direction on how Du Liniang’s
dream starts, on the kunqu stage there is a tradition of embodying the dream with “Sleep
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Spirit” (shuimo shen) holding “mirrors of the sun and the moon” (riyuejing) in hand,
leading the two characters into dreamland (105, also qtd. Yuan 209). In his memoirs, Mei
Lanfang has provided details of this process on the stage, which was still conventional in
his youth (172)6. Zhu Jiajin, in a study of costumes in traditional Chinese music-drama,
has illustrated a variation of this process, in which Du Liniang even changes her
costumes on stage to represent “the resplendent and fascinating impression of the dream
illusion” (648)7.
The tradition of representing dreams through the character of “Sleep Spirit” in
Chinese theatrical performance is reflected in many plays of the Ming and Qing
Dynasties, which specify the appearance of Sleep Spirit in the dramatic text. (See Lu 105,
Yuan 209-11). This, however, is not the case with Tang Xianzu’s original text. The
embodiment of dream in Scene 10 of MuJan ting was not seen in the text until later
scripts for stage performance of zhezi xi or “highlight scenes,” as seen, for instance, in
Zhui bai qiu (111), a collection of zhezi xi scripts compiled in the eighteenth century. This
“Sleep Spirit,” then, is not a fictional character in the original play. Nor is it a theatrical
6 “According to the performing conventions o f the scene jin g m e n g , Du Liniang’s aria to the tune o f Sh artpo y a n g is
followed by the instrumental tune o f W annian huan. When the instrumental part is over, Sleep Spirit enters, holding
two mirrors wrapped in silk cloth. After his lines: “Oh sleep, oh sleep! How fragrant and sweet! With a long, long
dream, are you really asleep? 1 am Sleep Spirit. To fulfill the destined marriage o f Du Liniang and Liu Mengmei,
Flower Sprit has sent me to bring their spirits into dreamland,” he goes to the stage entrance, raising the mirror in the
right hand towards offstage, and Liu Mengmei enters, with both hands raised to cover the eyes. Sleep Spirit leads Liu
Mengmei to upstage, before he pats the desk with the mirror in the left hand, and leads Du Liniang up from the desk to
stand in the same pose as that o f Liu Mengmei. Then Sleep Spirit puts the two mirrors together and exits. Liu Mengmei
and Du Liniang put their hands down, open their eyes, and thus meet in the dream” (172).
“Before [Du Liniang] falls asleep, she sings her first aria in what she wears in her visit to the garden. Later when
Sleep Spirit stands before the desk holding the mirror, the property men help her change, with the tune o f w a n n ia n huan
going on. When she has changed, Sleep Spirit leads Du Liniang from the desk upstage to meet with Liu Mengmei, both
characters in red... When Du Liniang and Liu Mengmei re-enter, Liu sings the second aria to the tune o f S h a n ta o h on g,
and shows Du Liniang back to the chair. When Liu’s singing is going on, the property men help her change back to her
previous costume in which she visits the garden. The change o f costumes is not without reason, since the red color
helps enhance the resplendent and fascinating impression o f the dream illusion” (648).
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device generated from the dramatic text, such as the costume, because the character
intervenes in the dramatic fiction, telling a story different (even though only slightly)
from that provided by the dramatic text. In this case, the tradition of kunqu performance
seen in the character of “Sleep Spirit” represents a theatrical coding system, which is
familiar in kunqu as the medium for the play, yet at the same time alien to the play’s
fictional world. Thus as the personification of dream, the character of “Sleep Spirit”
figures the surplus meaning between the dramatic text and the corporeality of theatrical
production.
The tradition of theatrical performance as figuration of the fiction on the stage can
be considered in conjunction with another tradition in Chinese dramatic literature, namely
the tradition of illustration. The 1598 woodcut edition of Mudan ting provides an
illustration of Scene 10, in which no trace of “Sleep Spirit” can be found (fig. 16).
According to this illustration, Yuan Pengfei argues that “Sleep Spirit” was not included in
early productions of the play (220). Yuan is probably right about the Sleep Spirit, but his
use of the illustration as evidence is not convincing. The illustration obviously belongs to
a different system of signification, in which dream is embodied through a visual sign, a
cloud rising from the dreamer’s head, showing the content of the dream. As seen in other
illustrations of dream scenes (fig. 17) in Chinese dramatic literature, it is conventional to
embody the dream in this way. Thus the absence of the Sleep Spirit from the illustration
does not refer to the corporeal form of the theatrical production on stage; in the
illustration, the cloud is the Sleep Spirit, in the sense that they have the same signifying
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function.
The illustration reflects a publishing tradition, known as zuo tu you shu (“picture on
the left and text on the right”), and we can understand more of this tradition by
considering an exception, a 1624 woodcut edition of Mudan ting, which includes no
illustration. For the editor, Zhang Hongyi, illustrations are only for commercial purposes,
and are not meaningful to the text. “In Tang Xianzu’s text,” writes Zhang, “each word is
already a picture. It is stupidity not to picture the text, but to manifest the text with
pictures.” Referring to the opinion that Mudan ting is “a text for the desktop, not a play
for the stage,” the editor affirms that illustrations are excluded “exactly because [he does]
not want the text to be seen as chuanqi” (1232; also qtd. Yuan 83). Illustrations, however,
were added to the 1782 re-publication of this edition, for the sake of the tradition (1231;
also qtd. Yuan 83).
Interestingly, the 1624 edition’s exclusion of illustration is accompanied by a claim
that this edition “closely conforms to the original version of Tang Xianzu’s text,” in
contrast with those with additions, deletions or print mistakes (1231). Not unlike Chen
Shi-Zheng’s production, then, the 1624 edition makes a claim to “completeness” and
“authenticity,” only according to a different standard, namely that of the “original text”
instead of the “authentic production.” Thus the affirmation that “each word is already a
picture” is part of this claim, implying the purity of the text in resistance to outside
interference. It is for this reason that the illustration is associated with the theatrical
production on stage—both the illustration and the production impose a form, which is at
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odds with the purity of the word. The problematic here is illuminated in the 1782
edition’s return to the publishing tradition. With the pictures added side by side with the
text, the 1782 edition illustrates the “tradition” as a reading habit in seventeenth- or
eighteenth-century China, which is common to all printed literature of the time, including
Tang’s. In other words, the dramatic fiction of the play inevitably takes a form, if not the
form of “a production on stage,” at least the form of “a book on a desktop.” Either way,
the “authentic” and “complete” dramatic fiction needs to fit into a socio-historical and
cultural context, a coding system in the name of “tradition.” The dramatic text is always
parasitical to this system, despite the independence of “words” as a coding system.
With the above considerations of “tradition” in mind, let’s return to the question of
“tradition” in Chen Shi-Zhing’s Peony Pavilion, in comparison with Bai Xianyong’s
production of the Young Lover s Edition o f the Peony Pavilion (2004). In an interview,
Bai Xianyong criticizes Chen’s Peony Pavilion as nontraditional (as mentioned above).
On the other hand, Bai’s production also has a claim to “authenticity” in its “principle” of
representation according to the “tradition” of kunqu performance. “I believe,” says Bai,
“the most important principle in kunqu lies in the abstract (chouxiang) and symbolic
(xieyi) representation in performance, unlike the realism in modem western drama.”
Therefore, The Young Lover’s Edition o f Peony Pavilion, says Bai, follows a principle of
“absolute simplification” in its employment of property on stage, “to embody the
contents of such a complex plot with nothing more than a table [or a chair]” (239). In this
sense, Bai’s production can be seen as a response to Chen’s production (and, needless to
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say, to all previous productions), in the name of the “tradition” of kunqu performance, as
represented by the “principle of abstraction and symbolism.” In accord with this principle,
Bai’s production presents an empty stage, in contrast to Chen’s stage set in the form of a
realistic-looking garden.
The question here is: to what extent and in what sense does this empty stage
represent the traditional kunqu stage, as opposed to the stage of “realistic modem western
drama”? Empty as it is, with a radically simplified set, Bai’s stage is more characteristic
of a space of modernism (fig. 12-15), than one of traditional Chinese theatre (fig 22 &
23). Indeed, as a corporeal form of the dramatic fiction, Bai’s mise-en-scene depends no
less on modem architecture and technology than on traditional Chinese aesthetics. On a
bigger scale both vertically and horizontally, and with modem lighting technology, the
production has more freedom of spatial manipulation, as seen, for instance, in the
spacious platform at the back, the hanging golden lanterns (fig. 15) and backdrops of
Chinese calligraphy (fig 12). The simplification of the table and the chairs as props on the
large empty stage thus reveals a particular spatial structure: here the “abstract and
symbolic” space of kunqu performance is grafted on a fourth-wall stage, which is not
proper to kunqu performance but rather is imported from modem western drama.
This spatial structure is significant to both the visual and theatrical effects of the
production. Only with this spatial structure, for instance, is the dance of flower spirits
possible in Scene 10, “The Interrupted Dream.” When Du Liniang falls asleep, sitting on
the chair by the table—the only two props according to the “principle of abstraction and

120

symbolism”—a group of “flower spirits” (a young male leading twelve females) enter,
dancing in a circular way around the stage. Here the dance of flower spirits is associated
with both the dramatic text and the tradition of kunqu performance, yet is at the same
time an innovation. In the original text, there is only one flower spirit character, a sheng
or “young male role,” who does not enter until after Liu Mengmei and Du Liniang go off
stage, supposedly to make love “at the spot by the peony pavilion.” As pointed out by
Yuan Pengfei, this character may have been intended as a theatrical device to engage the
audience while the two leading characters are off stage (223-24). Since the eighteenth
century, the flower spirit has been represented as an aged male, as in Chen Shi-Zheng’s
production (fig. 8). In some productions, the aged flower spirit also functions to represent
the dream, in the place of the sleep spirit discussed above. Around the same time, twelve
female spirits are added, each representing a flower of a month of the year (see Xu
173-75 ). In Bai’s production, however, the flower spirits appear more often than in either
the dramatic text or any previous production. In the scene of “The Interrupted Dream,”
the flower spirits enter when Du Liniang falls asleep and stay on stage during the whole
scene of Du Liniang and Liu Mengmei’s encounter (fig. 14).
In this sense, the flower spirits in Bai’s production are not only characters in the
dream, as in the dramatic text, nor are they only a ritual personification of the dream, as
in traditional productions, but also a representation of the illusory dream space by means
of their actions in the physical space on stage, as part of the theatrical coding system, not
unlike the table and chair or the garden-like stage set and the pavilion-formed main stage.
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Realistic as Chen’s stage set looks, it is no less symbolic than Bai’s empty stage, because,
as discussed above, Chen’s stage set does not represent any elements of the fictional
setting in a realistic way: rather it functions to create a fictional environment for the
audience. In some respects, the kunqu performance in Chen’s production may appear
even more traditional than that of Bai’s production, since the main stage in Chen’s
production provides a space closer to that of a traditional Chinese stage.

So far we have examined the stage set in Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion, which
has the form of a Chinese garden with a pavilion-stage at the centre, with regard to its
relationship to the dramatic fiction, the dramatic text, and the history of the production
and publication of the play. With respect to the embodiment of the dream and the portrait,
we have seen how the garden-like stage creates a fictional environment, not only for the
dramatic fiction but also for the audience. Here we can come to the following conclusion:
the embodiment of place in Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion does not only provide a
physical space for the corporeality of the theatrical production. Rather, it functions as a
site of meaning production, where the dramatic fiction is incarnated in a space. This
space is by no means an objective, physical space; rather, it is a space of the audience,
that is, a space made up of systems of signifiers functioning as a site for the audience’s
meaning production and meaning consumption.
This is clearly reflected in the controversy about Chen’s Peony Pavilion, in terms of
the question of tradition and innovation. Both Chen Shi-Zheng’s and Bai Xianyong’s
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Peony Pavilion are late twentieth-century productions of Tang Xianzu’s 1598 dramatic
text through the medium of kunqu, a genre of traditional music-drama. It would be
equally problematic to say either is more traditional than the other, because both
productions represent the kunqu tradition in their own way. It would also be equally
problematic to say that either is more innovative than the other, because all theatrical
productions are essentially innovation, each time presented anew on stage. Here
“tradition” represents a cultural coding system, to which the stage as a place belongs.
For the dramatic fiction to be delivered to the audience, that is, for the dramatic fiction to
take on a corporeality in the audience’s space, which is essentially a socio-cultural space,
the fiction needs to be incarnated in such coding systems as “tradition,” “authenticity” or
whatever it may be called.
It is for this reason that criticism of Chen’s Peony Pavilion always implies an irony
in terms of attitudes towards the audience. For instance, despite the criticism levelled
against Chen’s catering to the “audience’s interest in exoticism,” Fei’s argument is
nonetheless audience-oriented. For Fei, it is for the audience’s good that the two scenes
should be delivered in kunqu performance, instead of tanci performance: “it would be
wonderful if the audience could see what Du Liniang feels about her look and posture,
and be more impressed with Du Liniang’s emotional insistence” (219). Clearly, what is
involved here is how the production should appear to the audience, that is, what
corporeality the production should take in the audience’s space. Likewise, despite Bai
Xianyong’s criticism of Chen’s attempt to “attract the audience,” his own Young Lover’s
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Edition o f Peony Pavilion makes the same attempt, as already suggested by its title. The
production is for the young, a group marked not only by age but also its own culture.
Thus, the production manifests an intended audience that belongs to a specific time and a
specific socio-cultural space. It is in this sense that Chen Shi-Zheng’s production of The
Peony Pavilion at the Lincoln Center in New York might be considered as an instance of
translation, both territorial and cultural. By staging the play at this specific time and place,
the dramatic fiction of Tang’s play is translated into a specific socio-cultural space,
through the audience’s production and consumption of meaning.
With the above considerations in mind, let’s return, once again, to the question: what
does it mean for Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion to be “authentic” and “complete” yet
at the same time “innovative”? This is not a question of whether Chen’s production is
“authentic.” Rather, it is a question about “authenticity” per se, about the way meaning is
produced on the stage of authenticity, “authenticity” being a network of signifiers. This
network, as discussed above, reveals a logic of prosopopeia, in the way meaning is
produced by means of the voice leading the face and the body. The following chapter will
continue to explore this question of authenticity by examining an instance in which the
stage functions as a symbolic network.
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3. The Scene on Site:
Zhang Yimou’s Turandot at the Forbidden City
“After years of hope and months of hype, the cultural event of the season here
opened Saturday as ‘Turandot’ played for the first time in the place where Puccini’s
beloved opera is set: within the walls of China’s famed Forbidden City,” reports Henry
Chu in Los Angeles Times on September 7, 1998, with the title “A Great Wall Comes
Down.” Evidently, what lay at the center of “years of hope” and “months of hype” is
where the event would take place—the Forbidden City as the “authentic setting” of
Puccini’s opera. Between September 5 and 13 1998, eight performances (one of which
was halted by rain) of Giacomo Puccini’s opera Turandot were presented at the
Forbidden City of Beijing. An Italian opera directed by a Chinese filmmaker, the event
was at once cross-cultural and trans-medial, features enhanced through the collaboration
of other individuals and institutions of diverse background: such as Chinese
choreographer Chen Weiya; conductor Zubin Mehta, whose Indian origin is often cited;
Teatro Comunale di Firenze, an opera company in Florence, Italy; Michael Ecker’s Opera
on Original Site Inc., an Austrian’s Europe-based company that marketed internationally
the idea of “original site”; and the Ministry of Culture of the People’s Republic of China,
the seal of official authorization of the Chinese government. Not to mention the later
worldwide release of the recording of the performance on CD and DVD by BMG
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Classics.1 The list clearly demonstrates that the collaboration involved in “Turandot at
the Forbidden City” was not merely artistic but also commercial, and, one can surmise,
ideological and political.
In all these senses, the pivot of such a collaboration is the idea of the Forbidden City
as the “authentic setting” of Puccini’s opera. Zhang’s production of the opera, as many
reports have mentioned, was based on an earlier production by the Teatro Comunale di
Firenze, which premiered in Florence on June 5 1997, with the same director and
conductor. “Let’s get this straight,” says conductor Zubin Mehta to Los Angeles Times.
“This is the production we did in Florence, only on a larger scale, modified to fit the
Forbidden City” (Scarlet Cheng FI). Yet is this just a matter of “scale”? Probably not. In
the first place, the different set created a different setting. As indicated in the story
“Zhang Yimou: tiaozhan Tulanduo (“Zhang Yimou: Challenging Turandot”) published in
the Chinese newspaper Guangming Daily on July 17, 1998, “The opera was set in the
Tang Dynasty when it was staged in Florence. In Beijing, however, the setting was
shifted to the Ming Dynasty, because the Imperial Ancestral Temple’s architecture is of
the Ming and Qing Dynasties. Costumes and customs were also supposed to be
characteristic of the Ming Dynasty... Accordingly, eighty percent of the costumes and
props were designed and produced from scratch.”

That is, not only the “scale,” but also

the setting was “modified” to fit the place, and accordingly the whole look of the12
1 The list o f producers can be found on both the DVD cover and the official website o f the event at
http://www.turandotonsite.com.
2 My translation. The Tang Dynasty dates from 618 to 907, and the Ming Dynasty from 1368 to 1644. The Imperial
Ancestral Temple is the specific location where the opera was staged. The temple’s architecture will be discussed later
in this chapter.
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production.
Indeed, the performance at the Forbidden City was essentially different from the one
in Florence. Even though it was produced by the same opera company, the same
conductor and the same director, the whole mise-en-scene was changed once the place
changed. In this sense, it was the place that “designed and produced” the costumes, the
props and even the temporal setting. Yet the place only functioned as the opera’s setting
by means of these fictional costumes, props and time, without which the place would be
immaterial, no more than a name, or an idea of “the authentic setting.” In other words, the
place had created itself as the “authentic” setting of the opera by fictionalizing itself. The
difference between the performance in Beijing and the one in Florence thus sheds light on
the fictional nature of the opera’s Chinese setting. It is for this very reason that the idea of
“Turandot at the Forbidden City” already had social implications long before the opening
night in Beijing, as seen for example in Ping-Hui Liao’s discussion of “several levels of
irony in the project” (299) back in 1995. The very idea of the Forbidden City being the
authentic setting of Puccini’s opera, or more accurately, the marketing of this idea, was
already a social, political and commercial event, even without the performance. Turandot
had come “home” to the Forbidden City in Beijing through “years of hope and months of
hype,” long before the performance took place.
The irony of the idea of the Forbidden City as “home” or “original site” of Puccini’s
opera has been evident to many, as reflected in the attitudes of western press. Take, for
example, the titles of a few news stories: “At Home, but Out of Place” (Los Angeles
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Times, August 23, 1998), “A Spectacular Tale in Its Mythic Home” (New York Times
September 1, 1998), and “ ‘Turandot’ Bids Farewell to Beijing, the ‘Home’ It Awed and
Perplexed” (New York Times September 14, 1998). For these three news stories, which
report the event respectively before, during and after the performances, the idea of
Beijing as Turdandot's “home” is “out of place,” “mythic” or simply in quotation marks.
In the Los Angeles Times news story that reports the opening of the event, Henry Chu
points out that Puccini’s Turandot “is largely a Western creation for a Western
audience”—and evidently the “Western audience” in question was aware of it.
The irony, however, is doubled when the bodiless name of the Forbidden City as the
“home” of Turandot is embodied in the Forbidden City as physical space, where fictional
Chineseness as fictional setting is suddenly transformed into a fiction using physical sets
to anchor its Chineseness. Such irony is very much in evidence when Chinese director
Zhang Yimou justifies his confidence in directing the Italian opera: “That is because
[Turandot] is a Chinese story. Were it a foreign story, I wouldn’t be so bold” (“Zhang
Yimou: tiaozhan Tulanduo,” my translation). Ironically, Turandot is no more a “Chinese”
story than the Forbidden City is its “authentic” setting. Turandot was only made Chinese
at the point where the Forbidden City as fictional setting was grafted onto the Forbidden
City as physical space. In this sense “ Turandot at the Forbidden City” characterizes a
twofold fantasy, a Western invention reinvented by the Chinese. Turandot is no longer
just a “Western creation for a Western Audience”; now it is also a Chinese creation for a
Chinese place.
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The last performance of “Turandot at the Forbidden City” closed with “a lengthy
standing ovation from a nearly full house approaching 3,000” on the night of closure
(Eckholm 15 September E4). It seems that the event was a great success in both social
and commercial terms. This success, however, is grounded on a complex network of
ideological, political and economic ironies. In the news story, “A Great Wall Comes
Down,” Henry Chu writes, “Never mind the irony of Communist China willingly hosting
an Orientalist vision of a feudal past it once reviled. Or that the performance in the
courtyard of what is now called the Working People’s Cultural Palace was one virtually
no Chinese worker could afford.” That such details are mentioned in the news report is
already a clear indication that the ideological, political and economic implications of such
paradoxes are inevitably bound up with the mise-en-scene of “Turandot at the Forbidden
City” as a cultural, social and commercial event.
Or rather, the scene of “Turandot at the Forbidden City” is constructed exactly
through these paradoxes, because it is their implications that have determined the
cross-cultural and trans-medial features of the event. In a news story entitled “How
Chinese Remade ‘Turandot,’ the Italian Opera on China,” Kevin Platt writes, “The
staging of Turandot in the Forbidden City is both Puccini’s dream of the East and Zhang
Yimou’s vision of Italian opera, and both Chinese and Western viewers are giving it
standing ovations.” Both “Puccini’s dream of the East” and “Zhang Yimou’s vision of
Italian opera” point to the consumption of a cultural fantasy. When the two are put
together, “both Chinese and Western viewers” are led into the consumption of a

129

cross-cultural and trans-medial fantasy. The questions then arise: how does such
cross-cultural and trans-medial fantasy function in the event as a mode of meaning
production? how does the audience receive the Forbidden City with respect to its
cross-cultural and trans-medial doubling as both fictional and physical space?
In this chapter, I will continue to explore the scene as a fantasy of place as I try to
answer these questions, with a focus on doubling of the Forbidden City, at once as a
fictional setting and a physical space. I will start by examining the symbolic, physical and
spatial features of the architectural space as a site for opera production. Then I will
examine the cross-cultural features of the physical realization of Turandot through an
analysis of the entrance of the diva. Following this, I will explore the logic behind the
idea of the Forbidden City as the “authentic” setting of Turandot by theorizing the
paradox of the proper name. Finally, based on these considerations, I will examine the
audience’s role in the event’s production of meaning in terms of the idea of the “authentic
setting.”

3.1. “Popolo d i P e k i n o apostrophe of the place

In English, Zhang Yimou’s production of the opera is known as “ Turandot at the
Forbidden City of Beijing,” which is also used as the title for the DVD of the
performance. The Chinese, however, more often refer to the production as taimiao ban
tulanduo—“the Imperial Ancestral Temple version of Turandot.” Clearly, the difference
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of perception lies in the location of the production. Given the significance of the
production’s location with respect to the question of the “authentic setting,” it is
necessary to clarify the term “the Forbidden City” in the project’s title before further
discussion.
Indeed, the all too vague term “the Forbidden City” may easily lead to confusion in
terms of the actual location of the event, as seen in a mistake in the DVD pamphlet,
which introduces “[t]he site for this Turandot production” as what “used to be known as
the Palace of Heavenly Purity” (2). This introduction has confused either the site of the
production, or its historical function. “The Palace of Heavenly Purity” or qianqing gong,
which is still so named today, lies at the center of the inner court in the Forbidden City,
whereas the actual site of the production, what is now known as the “Working People’s
Cultural Palace” (laodong renmin wenhua gong), formerly the Imperial Ancestral Temple
(tai miao), lies to the east of the Imperial Passage between the Heavenly Peace Gate
(tianan men) and the Meridian Gate (wu men), south of the Imperial Moat, with its
entrance to the east of the Heavenly Peace Gate (fig. 25 & 26).
The confusion is understandable, given that the production is called “Turandot at the
Forbidden City” whereas the actual site is not in the strict sense inside the Forbidden City.
As the private residence of the imperial family during the Ming and Qing dynasties
(1368-1911 )3, Zijin cheng or the Forbidden City is a rectangular walled space, bordered
by Imperial Moats on all four sides, with its official entrance, the Meridian Gate, at the
3 Although the Ming Dynasty started in 1368, Beijing did not become capital until 1421, when the construction o f the
Forbidden City was completed.
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south. The Forbidden City is further divided into the outer court in the south, at the center
of which stands taihe dian or the Hall of Supreme Harmony, a site for major imperial
ceremonies, and the inner court in the north, at the center of which stands qianqing gong
or the Palace of Heavenly Purity, the official residence of the Emperor (although most
emperors chose to live elsewhere). As the center of the imperial capital, the Forbidden
City is encircled by the Imperial City, a bigger rectangular walled space, and the Imperial
City is further encircled in turn by the Inner City and the Outer City. An imagined axis
runs north-south through the whole city, with the Hall of Supreme Harmony and the
Palace of Heavenly Purity on it, dividing the Forbidden City, the Imperial City and the
Inner City into two symmetrical halves. In this way, the layout of the imperial capital
reflects the hierarchy of imperial Chinese cosmology, with the Emperor, “the Son of
Heaven,” symbolically placed at the center of the universe (fig. 25).
In terms of such symbolism, either the Hall of Supreme Harmony or the Palace of
Heavenly Purity, the geographic and symbolic centers respectively of the outer and inner
courts of the Forbidden City, would be an ideal site for the production’s claimed
“authentic” setting. Technically, however, the Imperial Ancestral Temple is a more
realistic choice. The frontal area of the Front Hall of the Imperial Ancestral Temple is
spacious enough to make an operatic stage, with the square in front of it capable of
seating around 32,000 people. Moreover, this area is smaller and more enclosed (fig.
28-30) than either the Hall of Supreme Harmony or the Palace of Heavenly Purity, and
thus more suitable for opera performance. Besides, it would be easier to obtain
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governmental permission for the Imperial Ancestral Temple as the location for the
production, rather than the more important buildings inside the Forbidden City.
In what sense, then, can the production be called “Turandot at the Forbidden City”,
if its venue is the Imperial Ancestral Temple, which is not within the borders of the
Forbidden City but stands to the south of it cross the Imperial Moat? The justification is
not difficult, because both geographically and symbolically the Imperial Ancestral
Temple is closely associated with the Forbidden City.
The Imperial Ancestral Temple lies to the south of the Forbidden City across the
Imperial Moat, occupying the east half of an enclosed space between the Meridian Gate,
the entrance to the Forbidden City, and the Heavenly Peace Gate. Across the Imperial
Passage that connects the Heavenly Peace Gate and the Meridian Gate, the Imperial
Ancestral Temple lies across from what is now known as Zhongshan Park, formerly sheji
tan or Altar to Soil and Grain, which occupies the west half of the enclosed space (fig.
26). The two architectural groups in this area were designed for imperial ceremonies.
With the Soil and Grain symbolizing the state and the imperial ancestry legitimizing the
dynasty and the individual emperors, offering sacrifice to Soil and Grain at sheji tan and
offering sacrifice to imperial ancestors at taimiao were two of the most important rituals
during imperial times. As sites for ceremonies of such particular significance, the two
architectural groups were designed according to the principle of zuo zu you she, “Imperial
Ancestral Temple on the left and Altar to Soil and Grain on the right (of the imperial
residence),” as instructed by Zhou Li or the Book o f Zhou Ritual, an ancient Chinese work
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of political thoughts composed during the Warring State Period (475-221 BCE) that was
later canonized as a Confucian classic. In this sense, although the enclosed space is not
part of the imperial residence, it can be seen as an immediate extension of the Forbidden
City, both geographically and functionally.
Furthermore, the Imperial Ancestral Temple closely resembles the Hall of the
Supreme Harmony, the centre of the Forbidden City, both in appearance and in
symbolism. During the Ming and Qing Dynasties, the Imperial Ancestral Temple used to
house the wooden ancestral tablets of deceased emperors, and thus was also considered a
kind of imperial residence. Therefore, its architecture meets the same standard as the Hall
of Supreme Harmony in terms of design, layout and structure. As discovered by Fu
Xinian, the Imperial Ancestral Temple features three principles that characterize the
composition of the Forbidden City. First, the Front Hall as the main building is located at
the geometrical center of the whole quarter, in the same way the Hall of Supreme
Harmony is located at the geometrical centre of the outer court, and the same way the
Palace of Heavenly Purity is located at the geometrical centre of the inner court. Second,
the layout of the structure features a network of grids, like that of all palatial buildings.
Third, like the major buildings in the Forbidden City, including the Hall of Supreme
Harmony, the length and the width of the buildings at the Imperial Ancestral Temple are
in a ratio of nine to five, which reflects imperial Chinese numerology, with nine and five
symbolizing the imperial power (331-34, 337-40, fig. 27 & 28).
In addition, the Front Hall of the Imperial Ancestral Temple is one of three
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buildings—besides the Three Grand Halls of the outer court in the Forbidden City (Hall
of Supreme Harmony, Hall of Central Harmony and Hall of Preserving Harmony, fig.
27)—that have three flights of steps in the front, the other two being the Hall of Prayer
for Good Harvest (qinian dian) in the Altar of Heaven (tian tan) and the Hall of Imperial
Favor (/ingen dian) in the Changling Mausoleum of Emperor Yongle, both of supreme
imperial significance.
Thus, not only does the Front Hall of the Imperial Ancestral Temple resemble in
appearance the Hall of Supreme Harmony, the central building of the Forbidden City,
with which it shares many architectural features, but it is also of equal significance in
political and symbolic terms. Although the Imperial Ancestral Temple is not located
within the borders of the Forbidden City, it works very well as stand-in for “the
Forbidden City” as both the set and setting of Zhang Yimou’s Turandot. Yet the question
of the Imperial Ancestral Temple as the site for “Turandot at the Forbidden City” is not
just a matter of justifying the term. Above all, the venue sheds light on the nature of
“place” as a discursive construct full of political, ideological and cultural implications. In
other words, this discursive construct is inevitably part of the production of meaning in
“Turandot at the Forbidden City” through the embodiment of the fictional setting in the
physical space.
The performance took place in the frontal area of the Front Hall with the square
between the Halberd Gate (ji men) and the Front Hall to seat the audience (fig. 28). As
Sean Metzger has observed,
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The playing area that Zhang Yimou used consisted of a rectangular space at the
entrance of the [Front Hall], The stairs leading up to this hall were flanked with
risers on which the chorus stood whenever they performed during the opera. The
various characters used the rectangular space, stairs and two movable pavilions
constructed especially for this event. (210-11)
Here the stage set consists of three levels of elements. First, the architecture of the
Imperial Ancestral Temple, including the Front Hall and the side buildings, represents the
palatial architecture as the site. Second, two moveable pavilions added to the platform
before the entrance to the Front Hall represent the producer’s construction of the stage set.
Third, with these two elements a physical space is determined to accommodate the
characters, the chorus and the orchestra, which extends to the audience area (fig. 31).
It is through these three levels of spatiality that the fictional setting of Turandot is
embodied and materialized in the physical space of the Imperial Ancestral Temple. As the
libretto indicates, the opera is set “[i]n Peking, in legendary times” (“Libretto” 68). The
expression “legendary times” makes it very clear that the setting is fictional. That is, the
opera’s setting has no other association with the Forbidden City in Beijing than through
the proper name. Needless to say, the proper name is immaterial and it alone does not
suffice to embody the fictional setting in the physical space. Yet the embodiment of the
fictional setting does not depend on any materiality of the architecture at the site either,
but rather on a metonymic link that orchestrates the physical space at the fictional world
of the opera through a signifying chain. As the site for the production, the Imperial
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Ancestral Temple provides a physical performing space featuring a materiality that is
associated with the proper name “the Forbidden City,” as discussed above. The proper
name of the palatial architectural group is in turn associated with that of the opera’s
fictional setting. Hence the site production involves a transition from a physical space to
the fictional world.
Such a transition is reflected in the two mobile pavilions added to the venue. The
two mobile pavilions are designed and built in the exact same style as the architecture of
the Imperial Ancestral Temple. As a result, the two pavilions fit in the site so well that it
is hard to tell them from the original buildings at first glance. When placed at each side of
the performing area before the Front Hall, the two pavilions join the original architecture
of the site to function as the background of the scene (fig. 32 & 33). At other times, the
two pavilions can be moved to various positions in the playing area, changing the stage
set according to the needs of the specific scene (fig. 44 & 45). The mechanism of the
moveable pavilions reveals three attributes of the stage set that function to transform the
site into the scene. At the physical surface, the way the pavilions amalgamate with the
original architecture of the Imperial Ancestral Temple reveals the role of the visual in the
scene. At the symbolic level, the way each pavilion represents various settings, such as
the loggia that houses the gong, the execution site, a stage within the stage, the interior of
the palace, etc., reveals the role of the fictional in the scene. Finally, the way the pavilions
are used as a means of spatial manipulation, with its mobility and flexibility, reveals the
role of the spatial in the scene. It is exactly the cooperation of the visual, the symbolic
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and the spatial that constructs the proper name of the Forbidden City as the site for
Turandot.

Before further examination of these three systems, I would like to turn to the textual
construction of the fictional setting in the libretto as a reference. The libretto gives a long
description of the scene at the beginning of Act One:
The walls of the great Violet City: the Imperial City. The massive ramparts
enclose almost the whole stage in a semi-circle. Their movement is broken only
on the right by a great loggia, all sculptured and carved with monsters, unicorns
and phoenixes, its columns supported by the backs of massive tortoises. At the
foot of the loggia, held up by two arches, is a gong of very sonorous bronze.
Some poles are set in the ramparts which bear the skulls of the executed. At left
and in the background three gigantic gates open in the walls. (69).
Not surprisingly, the stage set of Zhang’s production is dramatically different from the
setting as described in the libretto, above all due to the spatial and cultural limitations of
the site. The complex structure of the setting, such as walls and massive ramparts, would
not fit in the performing space delimited by the palatial architecture; nor would its exotic
signs, such as sculpted and carved monsters, be compatible with the palatial architecture
already functioning as the stage set. This particularity of the performing space at the site
is exactly what is marketed under the title “opera on the original site,” as if the fiction of
the opera is legitimized by “the authenticity” of the “original site” revising the exoticism
in the fictional setting.
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Yet the performing space is not the theatrical space until the fictional characters are
introduced. In this case, “Peking” does not become the opera’s fictional setting until the
“people of Peking” are introduced: “When the curtain goes up we are in the most
dazzling hour of sunset. Peking, which slopes away in the distance, sparkles, golden. The
square is filled with a picturesque Chinese crowd, motionless, listening to the words of a
mandarin. From the top of the rampart, where the red and black Tartar guards flank him,
he reads a tragic decree” (“Libretto” 69). Thus the opera introduces a “Peking” as its
setting with both “a picturesque Chinese crowd” and a mandarin addressing them:
“Popolo di Pekino!” In the musical sphere of the opera, the “people of Peking” are
represented by the chorus of la folia, whose singing plays a significant part in the operatic
fiction. In Zhang’s production, however, the chorus or the characters as la folia are not
located on the stage as is usually the case in other productions, such as Franco Zeffirelli’s
1987 production at the Metropolitan Opera (fig. 50 & 51 ) or the previous version of
Zhang’s production at Teatro Comunale di Firenze (fig. 48 & 49). That is, the chorus is
not located on the platform before the Front Flail, the main performing area, but on the
stairs that lead to the platform (fig. 34 & 35).
Playing at the main performing area instead are Chinese extras, including soldiers
from the People’s Liberation Army and students from the Chinese Academy of Dancing,
as guards, servants, monks, mandarins, solders, maids, ghosts, etc., in short, non-singing
parts. One obvious reason for this arrangement is the visual effect of the production. The
chorus singers, of course, would look less “Chinese” than the extras, the “authentic”
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Chinese. The Chinese extra at the performing area, then, is also part of the construction of
authenticity, which is not without effect, as seen in the comment of Barbara Fittoli, the
Italian soprano who played the role of Liu: “It is the first time that I’m in a situation like
this. It is a strange situation because all the people here are Chinese and it seems to be in
the story; it seems to be true” (The Turcmdot Project). Fittoli’s use of the term “Chinese”
here, however, sounds highly ironic. On the one hand, “the Chinese” in the opera are
fictional characters, who are mostly played by Italian singers, and can be found in all
productions of this opera. On the other hand, the Chinese extras do not sing; that is, they
function more as part of the scene than part of the opera. Yet neither the fictional Chinese
characters nor the Chinese extras, which can be used also in other productions, would
suffice to make the production “Chinese” or “authentic” if they were not set at this
specific site in Beijing. Thus there is another kind of “Chinese” involved in the first line
of the opera, “popolo di Pekino” in the world of reality, including those present at the
production as part of the audience, and those absent, but involved in the event when the
city of Beijing is transformed to “Peking, which slopes away in the distance, sparkles,
golden”—the fictional setting of the opera. Thus in “Turandot at the Forbidden City,” the
first line of the opera is not only addressed to la folia, as part of the fiction. Rather it can
be seen as an apostrophe of place.
Not unlike the moveable pavilions added to the scene, then, the “popolo di Pekino”
is also constructed at once in the visual, the symbolic and the spatial spheres. Placed on
the stairs, as if part of the architecture, the singers who represent the voices of la folia
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thus form a chorus of the place, symbolizing the combination of the operatic voice and
the physical space. Here one finds the paradox of the scene as a fantasy of place in
“ Turcmdot at the Forbidden City,” raising such questions as: what is the role of la folia in
the scene with the auditory separated from the visual? who are the “popolo di Pekino”
who make the scene of “Peking” the opera’s setting? who are the “Chinese” that make the
site “seem to be in the story” or “seem to be true”? All these questions point to the idea of
“authenticity” and “Chineseness” in the production.

3.2. “¿d su i m onti d elV E sf metamorphosis of the jasmine

“Authenticity” and “Chineseness” are two sides of the same coin in the idea of “the
Forbidden City” as Turandot's setting, the authenticity of the place depending on the
“Chineseness,” the reason for producing the opera in China with a Chinese director in the
first place. In Allan Miller’s documentary, The Turcmdot Project, conductor Zubin Mehta
explains how he got the idea of inviting director Zhang Yimou to join the project: “I want
somebody who knows this country so that we can finally do an authentic production.
‘Authentic’ means made and conceived by Chinese.” What Mehta’s words reveal about
the idea of “the authentic” is that “the authentic” is a production—“made and conceived
by the Chinese.” Yet the question remains: what does “the Chinese” mean? Later in the
documentary, Mehta goes on to discuss the Chineseness of Zhang’s production, “Usually
Turandot is full of Chinese clichés. It looks like a big Chinese restaurant. But 1 think this
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is different, because this is really authentic. [The Chinese] have not invented anything
that looks Chinese. This is really it.” Implied in this justification of the Chineseness to
which the production lays claim is the fact that it belongs to a fictional setting. On its own,
this association with “the Chinese” does not suffice to produce any sense of authenticity
that is readily distinguishable from the “Chinese clichés.” Nor should the Chineseness of
the opera depend on the visual alone. What is being advanced is not just “anything that
looks Chinese,” but something that “really is” Chinese because it is made by the Chinese.
In other words, it is not a matter of plausibility or verisimilitude, but one of legitimacy.
Thus “the Chinese” people, not unlike “the Forbidden City,” the Chinese place, function
more as a proper name in the making of the opera’s authenticity.
As an introduction to both the fictional setting and the main characters, the entrance
of Princess Turandot at the beginning of the opera serves as an embodiment of the
immaterial proper name of “the Chinese” in the opera production through a combination
of the visual, the symbolic and the spatial spheres at the site. Indeed, the mandarin’s lines
at the beginning of the opera function to introduce the audience to both the place, with
the apostrophe “popolo di Pekino” as discussed in the previous section, and the title
character, by proclaiming that: “Turandot la pura” will be the bride of whoever solves her
three riddles, but anyone who fails will lose his head (69). According to the stage
instruction, “a picturesque Chinese crowd” is already seen on stage listening to the
Mandarin when the curtain opens. Thus the mandarin’s words can be seen as an
announcement of the opera’s beginning, while presenting at the same time the setting of
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the operatic fiction.
The setting of “Turandot at the Forbidden City,” however, is announced in its own
unique way, completely different from the stage instruction. Before the opera
performance starts, a drum corps, dressed in Ming-Dynasty style military uniforms, gives
a percussive performance on the empty playing area (fig. 32), then exits as a team of
honor guards including soldiers and maids-in-waiting, all played by Chinese extras,
enters walking slowly and in perfect order. The honor guards are arrayed on the main
playing area on the platform in front of the Front Hall, facing the audience and holding in
the middle a large, richly embroidered banner with the Chinese character zhi, meaning
“imperial decree.” At the same time, the chorus takes up its position on the stairs before
the playing area, all dressed in the same robes of the Ming-Dynasty style, in black and
brown (fig. 33). When the playing area is so set, the imperial decree banner separates
from the middle and conductor Zubin Mehta enters from behind to receive the audience’s
greetings. When the conductor has taken his position, the music starts, and the mandarin
enters from behind the banner in the same way as the conductor and sings the first line of
the opera, “popolo di Pekino,” with all the chorus members turning to him as if in
response to the apostrophe (fig. 34). Thus, in Zhang’s Turandot, the opening is announced
twice, once with the percussive performance, and then with the mandarin’s lines, and by
means of these two announcements, the opera’s setting is also introduced twice.
As Zhang Yimou has explained, the drum corps’ performance alludes to the
theatrical convention in the Ming Dynasty that percussive announcement always

143

preceded theatrical performance {The Turandot Project). The percussive performance
thus functions as a reference to the site as an empty stage. On the one hand, not part of
the operatic text in terms of either the fiction or the music, the added percussive
performance precedes the operatic performance on an empty performance area, even
before the conductor’s entrance, and therefore cannot be seen as referring to the opera’s
fictional setting. On the other hand, the percussive performance does not refer to the
physical space of the site either, with the drum corps’ Ming-style uniform and with its
allusion to theatrical conventions of the Ming Dynasty, both in accordance with the
Ming-style architecture of the site, and followed by the Chinese extras playing a Ming
style honor guard. Rather, the percussive performance announces a fictional theatrical
space, transforming the late twentieth-century “Working People’s Palace” into a
performance area associated with the sixteenth-century Forbidden City. That is, the
percussive performance prepares the theatrical space for Turandot by designating the
physical space as the authentic site of the fictional setting. In this sense, the percussive
performance can be seen as an act of naming—assigning the place a proper name, not
unlike the apostrophe of place in the mandarin’s first line at the beginning of the opera.
Or, more accurately, it foreshadows and legitimizes the mandarin’s apostrophe of place.
Indeed, the drum corps and the honor guard play a symbolic part in the construction
of the scene, and are thus more significant than any physical elements of the stage set,
such as the original architecture of the site, or the added moveable pavilions. Through
such symbolization, the physical space of the site embodies the proper name of the
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Forbidden City.
It is by virtue of this embodiment of the proper name that a metonymic link is
established between the physical space and the fictional world, as reflected in the role of
the chorus. Placed on the stairs leading to the performance area, the chorus is associated
more with the background of the palatial architecture than the dramatic happenings at the
central performance area. In addition to its location and its entrance along with the
Chinese extras, the chorus’s function in relation to the stage set is also reflected in the
way it is dressed. With all its members in Ming style robes, the chorus is presented in a
guise that belongs to neither the physical space nor the fictional setting. Not unlike the
drum corps, then, the chorus functions as a reference to the physical space’s embodiment
of the proper name “the Forbidden City.” Or rather, the chorus functions as prosopopoeia
of the place. Isn’t it exactly as an embodiment of the proper name of the Forbidden City
that the chorus, through the lines of la folia, responds to the mandarin’s apostrophe of
place, “Popolo di Pekino”?
The double announcements of the site as the opera’s setting foreshadows Zhang’s
combination of Chinese elements with Puccini’s opera, which is most clearly seen in the
production’s presentation of the title character, Princess Turandot. The process starts
when a procession comes out of the Front Hall from the central entrance, as if in response
to the chorus’s invocation of the executioner, carrying a statue of a Chinese deity and
what appears to be a huge book (fig. 36). As soon as the statue is set down, it opens and
unveils inside it a woman of slender figure clad tight in red, who will soon turn out to be
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the executioner (fig. 37). At the same time, the book is unfolded as a scroll, revealing
different images of weapons (fig 38). With these images as the background, the
executioner performs a martial arts dance to Puccini’s music. Suddenly the pages of the
weapon images turns to reveal a group of female dancers, all dressed in white, a color
that symbolizes death in Chinese culture (fig, 39). The next moment, a procession of
children dressed as Chinese Buddhist monks marches on with the chorus of “la sui monti
dell’Esf’ in the background (fig. 40), which is followed by the Persian prince’s funeral
cortege (fig. 41). It is not until this moment that Turandot appears for the first time in the
opera. When the doors at the centre of the Front Hall slide open, the princess is revealed,
silent, to gesture an order of execution (fig 42).
Here Princess Turandot’s entrance features a construction of Chineseness through
manipulation of the visual, the symbolic and the spatial. The Chineseness in question
includes more than just visual elements, such as costumes, props, the architectural
background and the Chinese extras. More significantly, excessive fiction is grafted onto
Puccini’s opera, with additional fictional characters and actions such as the female
executioner and the ghostly female characters in white. The excessive fiction is produced
through a series of unveilings, as seen in the emergence of the executioner’s procession
from the Front Hall, the executioner’s entrance from within the statue, the unfolding of
the scroll of weaponry, the ghostly dancers’ entrance from behind the scroll, etc. Indeed,
such unveiling keeps going on, until finally the central doors of the Front Hall slide open
to reveal Princess Turandot. The process of unveiling functions as spatial manipulation,
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by means of which the visual surface of Chinese elements is introduced to the site as
physical space. As symbolic representation of fictional characters and fictional objects,
these Chinese elements in turn transform the physical space into a fictional space.
With the double announcement of the site and the excessive fiction added to the
opera, “Turandot at the Forbidden City” is overdetermined in its construction of the
opera’s fictional setting as the authentic site. In all dramatic productions, the
representation of the fictional setting is an issue of scene-suasion in theatrical
embodiment, which can be understood in Erika Fischer-Lichte’s terms of the “theatrical
codes” as a “cultural system,” as discussed in Chapter One. With its claim to authenticity,
however, the Chineseness as fictional setting in Zhang’s Turandot involves two sets of
“theatrical codes,” which establish the production’s site as a cross-cultural system.
In the essay “Ice Queens, Rice Queens, and Intercultural Investments in Zhang
Yimou’s Turandot,” Sean Metzger remarks,
Zhang’s additions to the text—the martial arts expert as executioner, for
example—took Puccini’s original and overauthenticated it. The demand for
Ming-period costumes and sets and for stylized Chinese movements from bowing to
dancing suggest the very tenuous construction of Chineseness asserted again and
again in order to maintain the cultural illusion. These visual and corporeal
invocations of Chinese traditions balanced the Western musical score and Italian
lyrics of the book. (211)
What Metzger has observed is the paradoxical relationship between “Zhang’s additions to
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the text” and “Puccini’s original.” Indeed, Zhang’s construction of Chineseness can be
nothing else but overauthentication, as any attempt to bring the “fictional setting” to the
“original site” would be, because any such attempt can be nothing else but a
fictionalization of the fictional. The otherness can by no means be cancelled out through
such a process.
The relationship between the Chineseness in “Puccini’s original” and that in Zhang’s
construction is reflected in the “Boys’ Chorus” in Act One. Adapted from a popular
Chinese folk song, moli hua or “The Jasmine,” the tune of the chorus no doubt represents
the Chineseness in “Puccini’s original.” The Chinese tune has always been regarded as a
sign of “authenticity.” According to William Ashbrook and Harold Powers, “[s]o far as
can be documented, Puccini drew from only two sources for ‘authentic’ Chinese tunes.
One was the music box belonging to the Baron Fassini that Adami reported having heard
at Gagni di Lucca in August 1920... The other is the booklet Chinese Music by J. A. van
Aalst,” published in Shanghai in 1884 (94). Yet there is already a sense of irony about the
authenticity in both the music box and the booklet as Puccini’s sources of “authentic”
Chinese tunes. Even with it musical quality intact, the tune is inflected with exoticism,
when it is materialized and objectified in the music box and the booklet. That is, the tune
has an essentially different connotation when heard on the music box or read in the
booklet. As a signifier, the tune has gone through a cultural metamorphosis when it is
contextualized by its media.
Indeed, only through such metamorphosis can the tune function as the musical
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representation of Princess Turandot in Puccini’s opera. Sung by the children who lead the
procession of the executioner, the tune is contextualized in the operatic fiction and has
become part of the opera’s fictional world. Along with other musical, poetic and dramatic
devices in Act One, the children’s chorus functions to foreshadow Princess Turandot’s
first appearance. Here the tune is not delivered only as a piece of music, but is received
by the operatic audience as a means of delivering the poetic image of Turandot:
Là sui monti dell'Est la cicogna cantò.
Ma l’april non rifiorì, ma la neve non sgelò.
Dal deserto al mar—non odi tu mille voci sospirar:
“Principessa, scendi a me!
Tutto fiorirà, tutto splenderà! Ah!”
Ending with the “sigh” of anonymous “mille voci,” “Principessa, scendi a me,” the words
of the chorus can be seen as an invocation to Princess Turandot. This invocation, however,
involves more than just the princess’s name, but also an image of place, “là sui monti
dell'Est.” Thus the chorus is symmetrical to the mandarin’s announcement “Popolo di
Pekino” as an apostrophe, but from the opposite direction. For a better understanding of
the question of “authenticity” and “Chineseness” in “ Turandot at the Forbidden City,” it
is necessary to examine further the Princess’s proper name and its embodiment in
association with the proper name of its fictional setting.

3.3 “D im m i ilm io nom e” : the paradox of the proper name
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As mentioned in the Introduction, with the Chinese princess’s name Turandot
denoting “Daughter of Turan,” there is a glaring irony about the fictional setting of
Puccini’s opera. The construction of “Chineseness” and “authenticity” in the production’s
site is thus inevitably faced with this problematic of the proper name. Princess Turandot’s
appearance in Zhang Yimou’s production features an oxymoron of two conflicting
apostrophes of place, with “Princess Turandot” representing the proper name of the
fictional setting and “Popolo di Pekino” representing the proper name of the site. Indeed,
for “Turandot at the Forbidden City” to present Princess Turandot at “home” or in an
“authentic” setting means that the site of the production given in the name of the
Forbidden City must accommodate the fictional setting given in the name of the Chinese
princess. With this oxymoron in the “Chineseness” and “authenticity” constructed at the
site, Princess Turandot makes her first appearance in Zhang’s production through
excessive fiction added to the opera, characterizing a displacement from the fictional
setting in “Puccini’s original” to the “authentic setting” constructed at the site.
In this light, the visual, symbolic and spatial arrangements exemplified in Princess
Turandot’s appearance can be understood as a model of scene making, by which a fantasy
of place is discursively formed to accommodate Princess Turandot as an embodiment of
the Chineseness in “Puccini’s original.” The production’s visual, symbolic and spatial
arrangements are above all rhetorical, in terms of their persuasive function—these
arrangements aim at a make-believe effect in the presentation of the site as the
“authentic” setting. These visual, symbolic and spatial arrangements that present

150

“Puccini’s original” in the “authentic” setting can be characterized as a “trope of the
proper name”, as suggested in the title “Turandot at the Forbidden City.”
The “trope of the proper name” at work in “Turandot at the Forbidden City” depends
on two senses of the word “proper.” To start with, “the Forbidden City” is a proper name
in the most often used sense, as the name assigned to a particular being—in this case, the
particular thing being the palatial architectural group at the centre of the City of Beijing.
In the site production, however, the term “the Forbidden City” involves denotation and
connotation that go beyond the apparent word-thing link. On the one hand, “the
Forbidden City” functions as an immaterial signifier that refers to the fictional setting as a
place that accommodates Puccini’s original opera; on the other hand, however, the proper
name of “the Forbidden City” is also embodied as the “authentic setting” with a physical
space that accommodates the Puccini’s opera in corporeality, by virtue of a theatrical
coding system established through (cross-)cultural practices as discussed above. Thus,
“the Forbidden City” also needs to be understood with respect to the sense of spatiality in
Michel de Certeau’s distinction between “strategy” and “tactic,” with the word “proper”
denoting “a spatial or institutional localization” (xix).
According to de Certeau’s definition in The Practice o f Everyday Life, “strategy”
“assumes a place that can be circumscribed as proper (propre) and thus serve as the basis
for generating relations with an exterior distinct from it,” whereas “tactic” “cannot count
on a proper, nor thus on a borderline distinguishing the other as a visible totality” (xix).
Later on in the book, de Certeau further explains that the strategic “seeks first of all to
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distinguish its ‘own’ place, that is, the place of its own power and will, from an
‘environment’ ” (36); the tactic, on the other hand, lacks autonomy, due to “absence of a
proper locus” (37). Either as a “spatial” or “institutional localization,” then, ‘the proper”
provides a system of reference for de Certeau’s picture of power relationships in spatial
terms. For de Certeau, “the proper” characterizes a power with “a mastery of time
through the foundation of an autonomous place” and “a mastery of places through sight,”
which “would be legitimate to define the power of knowledge by this ability to transform
the uncertainties of history into readable spaces” (36). Thus the “proper” defines an
autonomous place where power relationships are embodied in a corporeality of
temporality, spatiality and visibility.
Only in this sense of the word “proper” can the power structure of “the proper
name” be revealed. As a signifier, the proper name structures power relationships through
an apparent word-thing link. That is, “the proper name” is “the proper” as “a spatial or
institutional localization” that names, and by naming produces, in de Certeau’s terms,
“readable spaces.” By this naming power, the proper name features an autonomous place
established upon itself—the proper name names and therefore is its (the name’s) own
name; by so naming the proper produces its (the proper’s) own place.
By definition, the proper name refers to a particular entity. However, it is worth
noting that the proper name does not take the place occupied by the particular entity to
which it refers. Rather, on the contrary, spatial appropriation is only imposed upon the
particular entity in question by the vocative authority of the proper name. Such
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impositions are evident in instances that range from the naming of living creatures in
Genesis 3.19 (“and whatever the man called every living creature, that was its name”) to
naming of places in the history of colonization (names of cities, streets, colonies, etc).
With their proper names, the “living creatures” and places in question are assimilated into
“readable spaces” produced by the strategic order. In other words, their places are by no
means physical or geographical, but are discursively given as a spatialized power
structure.
For this reason, whether the architectural space as the site of the performance
belongs to the Forbidden City geographically or metonymically is not a relevant question
in the proper name’s construction of the scene, because the site is named “the Forbidden
City” as the setting for Puccini’s opera, rather than anything else. In other words, the
performing space for “Turandot at the Forbidden City” is not produced as an addition to
the physical space just in the name of “the Forbidden City”; rather the performing space
is only produced by the proper name “the Forbidden City.” The place that functions to
provide a site for “Puccini’s original,” however, is named not once, but twice. That is, in
the case of “Turandot at the Forbidden City,” two proper names are involved in the
construction of the place, one in the role of the fictional setting and the other in that of the
“authentic setting.” Hence the doubled spatiality in Zhang’s production, as suggested in
the twice announced opening of the performance and the oxymoron of the two
apostrophes of place. The name of Princess Turandot representing “the proper” of
Puccini’s original, the twofold structure of the proper name “the Forbidden City” can be
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dominates the scene, impatiently waiting to see the execution of the Prince of Persia. “As
the servants go off to take the sword to the executioner, the crowd forms picturesque
groups here and there on the ramparts and with fierce impatience examines the sky, which
little by little has grown dark” (72), and in the meanwhile, la folia keeps summoning the
executioner.
It is precisely at this moment that Zhang Yimou presents the most noticeable
addition to “Puccini’s original,” namely the female executioner, who emerges from
within a statue and performs a sword dance, the team of ghostly figures in white, who
perform a mourning dance, before boys dressed as Buddhist monks march through the
performing area to the chorus to the famously “authentic” Chinese tune as Princess
Turandot’s musical theme. The excessive fiction Zhang brings into the opera depends on
the spatial as well as temporal arrangements of the production. First, by removing la folia
that “forms picturesque groups here and there on the ramparts” off the central performing
area, a physical space is made for the executioner’s dance. Second, a change is made in
the order of the executioner’s entrance. In the libretto, the executioner does not enter until
after the boys’ chorus, as the last one in the procession, following the Prince of Persia
who is to be decapitated, whereas in the production, the entrance of the executioner is
shifted to an earlier moment, during la folia's chorus summoning the executioner. By this
means, a temporal space is produced for the added action.
Thus, the substitution of a dancing Chinese female body in Zhang Yimou’s
production for the “enormous, gigantic, tragic” executioner “carrying his immense sword
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on his shoulder” in the original libretto is more than just an issue of the visual appearance
of the executioner. Rather, with both physical and temporal arrangements, a dramatic
space is opened for adding “Chineseness” to “Puccini’s original.” This dramatic space is
much more than just an attachment to “Puccini’s original,” with its temporality
determined by Puccini’s musical sphere, and with the symbolic functions of its
corporeality in turn determining the operatic fiction. In this cross-determination, Zhang’s
addition of Chineseness serves to join “Puccini’s original” in meaning production.
The female executioner proves to be a signifier created through this joint meaning
production. The sword dance is grafted onto the operatic text in such a way that it lasts
exactly between la folia's summoning chorus and the boys’ chorus with the Chinese tune
as Princess Turandot’s musical theme. In this way, the character illustrates visually what
Puccini does with the musical texts, namely, association between the executioner and
Princess Turandot4. On the other hand, with its role dominating this added dramatic space,
the dancing female body of the executioner in Zhang Yimou’s production can be seen as
representative of the Chinese bodies of the extras, or even further, the corporeality of all
Chineseness in this production. In this sense, the character of the female executioner that
Zhang’s production has created can be seen as a corporeal representative of the
“Chineseness” of the opera’s title role, functioning to complement visually the “almost
incorporeal,” vision-like first appearance of the princess. Such complementarity is even
more significant when the character of Princess Turandot is played by a
4 For a musical analysis o f such an association, see Berger 272-74.
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non-Chinese-looking opera singer. With the absence of a Chinese body in the
non-Chinese-looking opera singer’s representation of Princess Turandot, the executioner
played by a Chinese woman provides an authentic Chinese body to incarnate the Princess
Turandot as a proper name.
The same logic of representation and complementarity continues in the children’s
chorus that follows the sword dance. Princess Turandot being silent in Act One, the
children’s chorus with the Chinese tune as the princess’s musical theme can be seen as
representative of the princess’s voice. In Zhang’s production, the children’s chorus is
presented as another instance of the joint meaning production involving both the added
Chineseness in corporeality and the incorporeal musical representation of “Puccini’s
original,” with the incarnation pulling in opposite directions. With the “authentic Chinese
tune,” the children’s chorus certainly serves to represent the princess’s Chineseness. Yet
in the opera, the Chinese tune is incarnated in non-Chinese texts. Not only are the words
delivered in Italian, but also the imagery the words present features highly Orientalist
exoticism. In Zhang Yimou’s production, Chinese children dressed as Buddhist monks
play the roles of the boys who sing the chorus in the procession. Not knowing any Italian,
however, the Chinese children only march in silence, with the chorus sung (in Italian, of
course) in the background. Thus at this moment Puccini’s opera is incarnated in Chinese
children, once again with the auditory separated from the visual.
The separate role of the visual is best revealed in the response of Shula Machness, a
member of the audience, as Henry Chu reports in September 7, 1998’s Los Angeles Times:
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“Visually, Machness was less impressed with the amply proportioned soprano in the little
role, American Sharon Sweet”—“I’m a bit disappointed in the looks of Turandot,” says
Machness, “because Chinese women are more delicate” (FI). Machness has at once got
and missed the point of the authenticity and Chineseness in the production. She has got
the point in the sense that she has looked in the right direction for the authenticity in the
“looks of Turandot.” Indeed, the looks of the princess are significant in the site
production, as opposed to other productions—who would care whether or not the looks of
Turandot are Chinese enough unless the opera is presented in the “authentic setting”? Yet
she has missed the point in the sense that she has looked in the wrong direction for the
looks of Turandot—with the personification of place reversed in the site production, the
authenticity of Princess Turandot is embodied by the place, not the performer.
With, on the one hand, the voiced Italian singers as la folia distanced from the
performing area, and, on the other the Chinese female executioner’s dazzling sword
dance and Chinese children monks’ silent chorus, the site production features a paradox
of the proper name, which suggests a power structure with the Chineseness of the site at
one end and that of Puccini’s operatic text at the other. Such a power structure, in terms
of the proper name, is self-reflexive of the operatic fiction, as seen in the riddle scene, the
nucleus of the opera’s plot. The opera comes to a climax in the riddle scene when the
unknown prince solves the last and the most challenging of Princess Turandot’s three
riddles, discovering that the answer is a proper name: “Turandot.” To thaw the princess’s
icy heart, however, the unknown prince puts off his claim to victory by counter-offering a
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riddle, which again concerns a proper name: “Dimmi il mio nome, prima dell’alba! E
all’alba morirò!” (“Tell me my name before dawn! And at dawn I will die!” “Libretto”
96).

3.4 “N essun dorm a ” or how the audience is kept awake

The power structure of the proper name is associated with the question of the
production’s verisimilitude in terms of the opera’s “authentic setting.” It is widely known
that in Carlo Gozzi’s text, one of Puccini’s sources, the solution to the third riddle is “the
Lion of Venice” (148). As pointed out in Ted Emery’s notes, “[t]he solution to the final
riddle is a blatant appeal to the patriotism of Gozzi’s audience, and obviously clashes
with Turandot's oriental setting” (184). Yet despite the contradiction with the play’s
fictional setting, Gozzi’s play at this point would make perfect sense to its contemporary
audience in Venice, because of the riddle’s reference to an authentic place, where Gozzi’s
audience is located. The change Puccini makes to Gozzi’s riddle undoubtedly serves the
purpose of theatrical plausibility. With the riddle referring to Princess Turandot, the
intended audience is generalized. Yet the spatiality implied in the riddle remains intact,
except that the riddle now points to the opera’s fictional setting as a place personified by
Princess Turandot. In this sense, “Turandot at the Forbidden City” has reversed Puccini’s
change. With its presentation of Princess Turandot as a proper name, as illustrated above,
the production redirects the riddle to the authentic place as the audience’s site.
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The audience’s site clearly plays a significant role in the verisimilitude of the
Forbidden City as the “authentic setting” of Puccini’s Turandot. Above all, for its
rhetorical power, the verisimilitude of the Forbidden City essentially depends on the
audience’s reception of the site as the “authentic setting,” as reflected in Shelly
Nascimento’s response to the production, reported by Henry Chu in September 7, 1998’s
Los Angeles Times. “The setting is phenomenal,” says Nascimento, who flew specially
from Toronto to see the production, “I feel like I’m back in the era.” Nascimento’s words,
remarks Henry Chu, reveal “the point of the production, put together by the same
European company, Opera on Original Site Inc. (OOS), that first brought ‘Aida’ to the
Temple of Luxor in Egypt in 1987” (FI). Nascimento’s response to the production is a
sign of the setting’s rhetorical success. That is, the “point” of the production lies in what
the setting makes the audience “feel like.” Such rhetorical effect is based on illusion, as
seen in the terms Nascimento uses, “back in the era.” Since the production’s setting is not
historical, but fictional, to feel as though one were “back in the era” means to receive
what the production presents as “authentic setting”—the “original site.”
This rhetorical success, however, does not derive from any visual effect, as
explained above. The setting is “phenomenal” not by its looks, but by its place per se,
that is, not through some sensory quality of vision, but through the spatiality of presence.
As suggested in Chu’s reference to the organizer “Opera on Original Site” and its other
production, “Aida at the Temple of Luxor in Egypt,” the “point” of the production lies in
the idea of “original site,” or to be more accurate, the idea of the audience’s presence at
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the “original site.” In this sense, through the setting’s rhetorical effect, the presence of the
audience is successfully fictionalized. Indeed, to see the “opera on the original site”
means to see the site of the spectator’s presence as the setting of the opera. (Those who
see the production in recorded form are not really spectators of the site production, but
are closer to spectators of the opera film.) Yet the moment the site of the spectator’s
presence is fictionalized, the notion of “place” is disengaged from the spectator’s sensory
registers. The scene of the opera here is verisimilar for the spectator not because it
appears so to the spectator, but because it is symbolically so. Here the world of fiction is
reduced to the immaterial proper name of “Forbidden City in Beijing,” which epitomizes
what Paul de Man calls anthropomorphism in “Anthropomorphism and Trope in the
Lyric”: “Anthropomorphism freezes the infinite chain of tropological transformations and
propositions into one single assertion or essence which, as such, excludes all others. It is
no longer a proposition but a proper name” (241). It is exactly by “a chain of tropological
transformations” that Zhang Yimou’s production of Turcmdot presents a “phenomenal
setting,” as illustrated in the architectural layout and additional stage sets, the double
announcements of the event’s opening, the separated chorus, the Chinese extras, the
excessive fiction of the female executioner, and other elements discussed above. All these
tropological devices refer not to the fictional world of Puccini’s opera, but to the proper
name “Forbidden City” as the production’s site.
What the audience receives as a “phenomenal setting,” then, reflects the discursive
power of the immaterial proper name in its corporeal embodiment, in terms of spatial
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perception. For a fuller understanding of the proper name’s power structure in meaning
production with respect to the question of verisimilitude, it would be helpful to consider
the embodiment of the proper name in terms of Michel de Certeau’s discussion of
inscriptions of the law on the body. In an effort to answer the question, “[w]hat desire and
what need leads us to make our bodies the emblems of an identifying law?” de Certeau
writes: “People believe what they assume to be real, but this “reality” is assigned to a
discourse by a belief that gives it a body inscribed by the law. The law requires an
accumulation of corporeal capital in advance in order to make itself believed and
practiced. It is thus inscribed because of what has already been inscribed” (148). Here de
Certeau correctly points out the role of the body in the structure of verisimilitude.
Indeed, discursive power is by no means a transcendental attribute of discourse; nor
is discursive power generated from any symbolic surface. Rather, discursive power can
take effect only through the practice of everyday life, and thus can find no other
accommodation but in the embodiment of discourse. The role of corporeality in the
structure of discursive power is best exemplified in the proper name as a naming power,
which involves cross-inscription of a discursive power that assigns “reality.” On the one
hand, the proper name is inscribed on the corporeality of that which is so named, and in
this way the corporeality is discursively structured as a reality in the proper name’s terms.
On the other hand, the proper name does not produce meaning, that is, does not function
as discourse, until its embodiment in the specific entity so named.
In the construction of the “authentic setting” of Puccini’s Turandot, the proper name
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“Forbidden City” characterizes exactly the discursive power that bestows
verisimilitude—what people “assume to be real”—through cross-inscription, that is,
inscription “because of what has already been inscribed” at the production’s venue, which
involves “the body” as embodiment of the law at various levels: the performing bodies,
the perceiving body, and corporeality of the site as physical space. On the one hand, the
performing bodies include both the singers and the voiceless Chinese extras as agents of
spatial inscription, which, by representing the operatic fiction through voices, actions and
appearance, graft the law of the fictional world onto the site as physical space. On the
other hand, the perceiving bodies, that is, the audience as agents of spatial perception,
embody presence at the site as physical space, an immediacy that functions to anchor the
fictional world’s spatial inscription to the audience’s world of reality. With this
cross-inscription between the performing bodies and the perceiving bodies, the physical
space of the audience’s world of reality is transformed into a readable space marked by
the proper name, “Forbidden City.”
In this structure of verisimilitude, the perceiving bodies function more as an
embodiment of spatiality rather than as bodies in any biological sense. Nor do the
perceiving bodies refer to specific spectators present at the site; rather, the perceiving
bodies only represent the audience’s role as a marker in the structure of verisimilitude.
Essentially, the audience’s role in the “opera on the original site” is to mark its presence
at the original site, and through its presence, represent the site as a physical space of their
world of reality. It is this embodiment of presence that has made it possible for the
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performing bodies to represent the fictional world at the site as a physical space. Here the
audience plays an indispensable role in meaning production not just as readers of the
production, but, more importantly, as embodiment of space for the production’s own
embodiment. The audience thus functions not only as perceivers of the production’s
fiction, or as bodies that occupy at the production’s site, but rather as the perceiving
bodies as a whole, a spatial embodiment of the assumption of the site as the “authentic
setting” of the production’s fiction. By marking presence in the physical space on the one
hand, and by marking assumption of the site’s authenticity on the other, the audience
presents and represents the spatiality of “the original site” with inscribed authenticity,
ready to accommodate the inscription of authenticity.
Thus, the production’s “authentic setting” is not constructed on the basis of any
physical space, but on the corporeality of a physical space. The materiality of the
physical space alone does not involve any meaning production. It is only the corporeality
that has made the physical space readable. Such corporeality demonstrates a structure of
embodiment as tropological connections between the name and the thing. In other words,
the “authentic setting” has never referred to the site of the opera production as physical
space, but as embodiment of the opera fiction on the site. Indeed, isn’t the fictional nature
of the “original site” already manifest in the term “authentic setting”? What is “authentic”
is not any place, but the setting of the operatic fiction.
Throughout Zhang’s production of Turandoti “Puccini’s original,” including the
music and libretto, keeps reminding the audience of this corporeality of the site—the
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“original site” is not a place; rather it is an event. Such a reminder is best symbolized in
the voices of the heralds at the beginning of Act Three: “Cosi comanda Turandot: ‘Questa
notte nessun dorma in Pekino’ ” (97). What is announced here is not just a command of
the fictional character Princess Turandot, but also a command of the proper name. “This
night let no one sleep in Peking,” because “the stranger’s name must be revealed before
morning” (97). Not unlike the mandarin’s announcement “Popolo di Pekino” discussed
above, “nessun dorma” functions as an apostrophe of place, which in the production is
not only directed at the fictional characters, but also at the site as the opera’s “authentic
setting,” embodied by the audience’s presence. Thus, kept awake by the discursive power
of the proper name symbolized by the stranger’s unrevealed name, the audience is
structured into the production’s verisimilitude.

What does it mean to produce Puccini’s Turandot at the Forbidden City in Beijing as
the opera’s “authentic setting”? How does the “Chineseness” of the production’s sets
legitimize the “Chineseness” of the opera’s setting? Or in other words, what is the
rhetorical power of the production’s embodiment of “Chineseness” that persuades the
audience to receive the production’s venue as the opera’s “original site”? And how does
this verisimilitude of the site in turn determine the meaning production of the event? To
explore these questions, we have examined the production’s venue at The Imperial
Ancestral Temple in its visual, symbolic and spatial aspects, with focus on the difference
between the stage sets and description of the setting in the libretto, the division of la folia
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between voices of the chorus and the voiceless Chinese extras, the redundant double
announcements of the event’s opening, and the excessive fiction in the production’s
manipulation of the entrance of Princess Turandot.
These aspects of the particularity of this production of Turandot have illustrated
tropological logics of the proper name. In Zhang Yimou’s production of Turandot, the
term “Forbidden City’’ does not refer to the place as the site of the event in any simply
geographical sense. Rather, the term functions more as a proper name, which, as a
discursive power, provides the foundations for the construction of the authenticity of the
opera’s setting. Thus, the spatiality of the production characterizes the embodiment of the
proper name through visual and symbolic coding. Such embodiment features a paradox
with respect to the proper name’s spatiality: only by a tropological link through
cross-inscription can the immaterial name find its proper place.
It is exactly because of such cross-inscription that “Turandot at the Forbidden City”
takes on its cross-cultural and trans-medial features, at once a “Western creation for a
Western audience” and a Chinese creation for a Chinese place. No doubt, the authenticity
of the opera’s “original setting” is nothing more material than the discursive power of the
proper name “Forbidden City”. Yet isn’t it precisely this power that has attracted the
audience to the site in the first place, the power in the form of a cultural commodity for
consumption? Such an attraction can be powerful, as seen in Shelly Nascimento, the
aforementioned member of the audience from Toronto, who “paid $1,700 to attend the
opera and the banquet”—“It’s a once-in-a-lifetime chance...! figure you only live once,”
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said Nascimento, “sipping an $18 glass of Champagne in between acts” (Chu FI). By
marketing the “authenticity” of the immaterial name, then, the rhetorical verisimilitude of
the name’s proper place is turned into a tourist interest and an object for capitalist
consumption; such commercialization functions to structure the audience—in the
narrower sense, spectators at the site, and in broader senses, all those who paid attention
to the event—into the power structure of the proper name.
Thus, our investigation of the Forbidden City as the “authentic setting” of Zhang
Yimou’s production of Puccini’s opera Turandot has revealed a model of scene-making
that depends on the manipulation of corporeal capital. In the following chapter, we will
continue to explore such corporeal capital, in a case study of an incorporeal scene-making
of, where a different structure of the spatial, the visual and the symbolic is at work.
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4. The Scene on Screen:
Frédéric Mitterrand’s Madame Butterfly

In David Cronenberg’s 1993 film M. Butterfly, René Gallimard has a conversation
with Song Liling on Giacomo Puccini’s opera Madama Butterfly, on the night they meet
for the first time. When Gallimard expresses his infatuation with Cio-Cio-San, the
character Song has played just a moment earlier, Song criticizes the Orientalism in what
Gallimard sees as “beauty” in the opera's heroine. Evidently embarrassed, Gallimard
stammers, “well...I see your point...” “The point is,” interrupts Song, “it’s the music, not
the story.” Most of this conversation in the film is taken verbatim from Henry David
Hwang’s 1988 play, from which the film is adapted, except for Song’s “point about the
music.” In Hwang’s play, Song does not make further comment on the opera other than
the criticism of its Orientalism, but instead only claims that he “will never do Butterfly
again” (969). It is Gallimard's wife Helga who makes a similar point later in Act One
Scene VIII, when Gallimard tells Helga (needless to say, from his own perspective) about
Song’s attitude towards Madama Butterfly. “Politics again?” responds Helga, “Why can’t
they just hear it as a piece of beautiful music?” (970). Most of this dialogue between
Gallimard and Helga, especially Helga’s words, has remained intact in Cronenberg’s film.
Thus, through the adaptation, a seemingly paradoxical juxtaposition is formed, with Song
and Helga in turn separating the musical surface of Puccini’s opera from its content (“the
story”).
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Similar as they might seem in the way they address this separation, Helga and Song
certainly represent very different, in a certain sense even opposite, perspectives. In
Helga’s reply to Gallimard, distinguishing the music from the opera’s narrative serves as
a strategy to reduce Song’s protest against the Butterfly myth to an accusation of political
incorrectness based on ignorance of the opera’s aesthetic values as “a piece of beautiful
music.” Helga’s words are her response to Song and Gallimard’s exchange. In that
exchange, both Song and Gallimard are aware that their disagreement is not one of
personal perspectives, but implies a politico-cultural opposition between ethnic groups, as
seen in their recurrent use of such references as “the Oriental,” “the Chinese,” and “the
white.” When Gallimard retells the debate to Helga, this opposition is still implied in
Gallimard’s remark, “They hate it because the white man gets the girl.” As the main
clause repeats Gallimard’s earlier sentence “the Chinese hate it” (970), the pronoun
“they” obviously refers to “the Chinese” in opposition to “the white.” In Helga’s response,
“Why can’t they just hear it as a piece of beautiful music?”, however, markers of the
politico-cultural significance are erased, either consciously or unconsciously, through her
manipulative use of the vague collective pronoun “they.” By this means, the “they”—the
other represented by Song—is transformed from a politico-cultural position to an
aesthetic failure.
Ironically, in Gallimard and Song’s earlier discussion of Madama Butterfly, it is
Gallimard the Westerner who “cannot hear [the opera] as a piece of beautiful music.”
Gallimard does not seem to have much experience with opera; Madama Butterfly may be
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the first opera he has enjoyed, but for the wrong reason. “They say in opera the voice is
everything,” confesses Gallimard in the play. “That’s probably why I’d never before
enjoyed opera...here was a Butterfly with little or no voice but... I believed this girl”
(969). Evidently, the effect Song’s Butterfly performance has on Gallimard is at once
rhetorical and aesthetic, rhetorical in the sense that the performance has a persuasive
power to make Gallimard believe and aesthetic in the sense that the performance has
pleased Gallimard as the artistic form of opera. What Gallimard finds “beautiful” is
precisely grounded on what has persuaded him into “believing” —“a Butterfly with no or
little voice.” Paradoxically, for Gallimard, the opera’s aesthetic values have little to do
with the opera’s musical surface; quite the contrary, only through renunciation of the
opera’s musical surface does Gallimard receive the opera as verisimilar and, in turn,
“beautiful.” That is, only by de-voicing the operatic character can Gallimard aestheticize
Butterfly as a vision.
In this context, Song’s reference to the opera’s musical surface sounds more like a
denial of Gallimard’s devoiced vision than anything else. Unlike Helga’s obviously
laudatory characterization of Madama Butterfly as “a piece of beautiful music,” which
features an aestheticization that serves to obscure or veil what is problematic in the
Butterfly myth, Song’s ambiguous remark, “it’s the music, not the story,” in no apparent
way concerns the music’s aesthetic values. Rather, Song’s reminder of the opera’s
musical surface, which Gallimard has chosen to ignore, functions to resist
aestheticization of the Butterfly myth by pointing out Gallimard’s failure to treat
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Puccini’s work as opera—what can be less operatic about Madama Butterfly than “a
Butterfly with little or no voice”?
Seen in this way, Song’s remarks point to Gallimard’s vision of “a Butterfly with
little or no voice” as a sign of Gallimard’s failure in his operatic experience—a failure of
misreading, not that he fails to be affected by the music, but that he fails to recognize
Cio-Cio-San as an operatic character. One element that Gallimard has ignored in
Cio-Cio-San is the rhetorical/aesthetic effect of the operatic music, “the lethal
seductiveness of this ‘beautiful music’ ” as Susan McClary has argued in her analysis of
the “Love Duet” (32). Indeed, as an operatic character, Cio-Cio-San involves much more
than just a vision, but also the character’s lines (sung or spoken), actions, and, most
importantly, the fictional world in which the character resides. The vision of Cio-Cio-San
produces meaning for its audience only in the context of this fictional world. In other
words, the operatic character makes sense only by making scene; in the operatic character,
what the audience sees is always an operatic “scene”—an embodiment of the world of the
operatic fiction, albeit a scene abbreviated in all possible ways, with all other theatrical
elements, such as stage set, properties, lighting, and even the music, absent.
A Beijing Opera actor with little training in western vocal music, Song Liling’s
singing per se is hardly persuasive in the operatic sense. In Hwang’s original play, Song
is described as singing in his own voice in a way that is “not classical” but “decent” (969);
in Cronenberg’s film, Song seems more to be performing to recorded music. Yet in either
case, Song nonetheless presents an operatic scene, however abbreviated it might be.
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Playing as Cio-Cio-San, Song’s performance functions above all as the embodiment of an
operatic character, and in turn, the operatic world of Madama Butterfly, which is
metonymized in the term “the music” in Song’s remarks. Marked as a failure to recognize
the rhetorical/aesthetic effects of “the music,” then, Gallimard’s vision of a devoiced
Butterfly displaces Cio-Cio-San from the operatic scene, creating a fantasy of sheer
em-body-ment of the operatic character, that is, a sheer body of the character as separated
from the world of the operatic fiction.
Thus Song’s line, “it’s the music, not the story,” in Cronenberg’s film does not differ
much from “I will never do Butterfly again” in Hwang’s play; in either case the focus lies
not on Song’s performance but on Gallimard’s vision of “a Butterfly with little or no
voice.” Moreover, with the juxtaposition of Song’s and Helga’s reference to the opera’s
musical surface, and the implications of their words, the film highlights Gallimard’s
aestheticized vision as a failure to register the operatic. Indeed, in both the original play
and the film, Gallimard is portrayed as the misreader characterized by his aestheticized
vision, not just of Butterfly, but of the Orient in general.
By failing to recognize Song’s performance as an operatic scene, Gallimard’s
aestheticized vision illuminates a paradox in terms of authenticity and ethnicity in
Madama Butterfly. Song’s misrecognition of the operatic scene is, in the first place, a
sign that Song’s singing is hardly persuasive as operatic performance. Why, then, is
Gallimard persuaded (“I believed this girl”), not despite but exactly because of this
rhetorical weakness (“little or no voice”)? What role does this weakness play in
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Gallimard’s vision as aestheticization? Is this weakness in any way associated with the
femininized and infantilized vision of Cio-Cio-San or/and the Orient? How, then, does
Cio-Cio-San’s powerful voice of Western opera fit into the femininized and infantilized
vision in the operatic scene? Thus, Gallimard’s vision of “a Butterfly with little or no
voice” as a construction at once aesthetic and rhetorical draws attention to questions of
the visual in the operatic scene.
These questions are underscored in Frédéric Mitterrand’s 1995 opera film Madame
Butterfly, two years later than Cronenberg’s film adaption of Hwang’s play. As a medium
through which Puccini’s opera is delivered, the film serves above all to present an
operatic world. On the other hand, however, as a cinematic work, the visual plays a
pivotal role in the film’s meaning production. For the audience, then, the film is by no
means received just as “a beautiful piece of music”; rather, the film produces a vision. In
this case, the conflict is intensified between Cio-Cio-San’s (Western ) operatic voice and
authentic (Asian) look. With this conflict, Mitterrand’s film produces the operatic scene
as a place of cross-cultural and trans-medial fantasy.
In this chapter, I will explore the question of the visual in the scene as a place of
fantasy, by examining the embodiment of the operatic scene in Frédéric Mitterrand’s
opera film Madame Butterfly. I will start with a discussion of spatiality in the world of
the operatic fiction, with focus on the spatial and symbolic functions of the shoji screen
as a pivotal element in the construction of the operatic scene. I will then examine the role
of the incorporeal omnipresent camera eye in the construction of the cinematic fantasy of
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place, by analyzing the way Mitterrand’s film constructs the opera’s heroine Madame
Butterfly. Following this, 1 will theorize the film’s rhetoric as dependent on a trope of
trompe-l 'oeil through discussion of the documentary footage that accompanies the Coro a
bocca chiusa in the film. Finally, I will review the scene as a place of fantasy with respect
to the question of authenticity and ethnicity with a focus on the dialectic between the
place of the body and the body of the place in the opera film’s embodiment of the
operatic scene.

4.1. UE soffitto... e pared...” '. shoji -ing the spatiality of fantasy

Since the opera film presents the scene as a place of fantasy functioning to
accommodate the operatic world, the question of the visual in Frédéric Mitterrand’s
Madame Butterfly is above all reflected in the dialectic relationship between the
cinematic and the operatic. All operatic elements, including the drama and the music,
have remained intact in the film. Thus, on the one hand, the operatic stage is translated
onto the cinematic screen with little change made to its spatiality, as marked by the
opera’s setting at a “Japanese house’’; on the other hand, the cinematic screen depends on
visual features in its construction of the opera fiction’s spatiality, as marked by the opera
fiction’s setting embodied in a fantasy of visually realistic place. Produced through
cinematic devices, this place features a spatial fantasy accessible to the audience only
through an omnipresent camera eye as the audience’s representative agent of spatial
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perception. It is precisely by means of this omnipresence of the camera eye that the opera
film is capable of producing meaning through an interaction between the cinematic and
the operatic. Before a more detailed discussion of the question of authenticity in the
aesthetic and rhetorical construction of Madame Butterfly, as reflected in the paradoxical
conflict between the character’s operatic voice and ethnic vision, it is necessary to
examine the opera film’s presentation of the scene as a place for the opera fiction through
the omnipresent camera eye.
From the very beginning of Mitterrand’s Madame Butterfly, the opera’s setting is
presented as a scene at once cinematic and operatic, featuring a dialectical relationship
between the limitations of stage spatiality and the omnipresence of the camera eye. The
film does not start with the opera’s prelude; nor does it directly present the Japanese
house as the opera’s setting. Instead, the film opens with a music-less sequence,
presenting a landscape as the opera’s setting on a larger scale, before the audience is
gradually introduced through camera movement to the operatic music and the operatic
drama centering on a Japanese house.
The film starts with a still shot of the coast at daybreak, a torii standing in the sea in
distance (Fig. 52). After the film title fades in, the day gets brighter and brighter, and the
camera starts to move at a steady pace, panning from the sea to the land with a noticeable
transition from nature to culture. First the film presents a silent view of the coast, with the
sea, the mountains and the reeds (Fig. 53). As the camera moves on, signs of human
activities start to enter the frame with corresponding noises (Fig. 54-55). In the
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meanwhile, the credits are shown. Just as more and more people appear on the screen, the
audience hears the opera’s overture and sees the subtitle indicating the time and place of
the opera’s setting: “Japan, 1904. The outskirts of Nagasaki” (Fig. 56). The camera then
shifts to the interior of a house, without changing the panning movement or the speed, as
if to show the audience around inside the house (Fig. 57-58). At last, the camera stops on
what first looks like a wall, but soon turns out to be a shoji-screen when it is suddenly
slid open by Pinkerton, who comes into the frame, singing his first line “... E soffitto... e
pareti...” (Fig. 59-60).
Through such camera movement and montage, the opening sequence presents the
opera film’s spatiality with a transition from the cinematic to the operatic, the former
marked by the torii in the sea as a cultural symbol, which will keep recurring in the
background as a reminder of the unlimited exterior that accommodates the omnipresent
camera eye, and the latter marked by the Japanese house, which will remain in the
foreground throughout most of the film, characterizing the limited, stage-like interior that
accommodates the operatic drama. Here, the audience is introduced to the opera fiction’s
setting, which cannot be determined by Puccini’s operatic text alone, but is constructed
through cinematic integration of the visual, the sound and the text. In this cinematic
context, Pinkerton’s first line “... E soffitto... e pareti...” functions as a symbolic joint that
connects the opera’s setting in both the cinematic and the operatic spheres, bringing the
audience’s attention to the fundamental spatial relationships of the opera film featuring
the sea and the city or the exterior, the house or the interior, and the sliding shoji screens
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in-between.
Above all, with the first line of the dramatic text, the audience is introduced to a
spatial structure as the setting of the opera fiction. As the opera starts, Pinkerton is shown
around the house he is about to rent and is surprised with the way the house is structured.
“[EJnjoying Pinkerton’s surprise,” Goro confirms that the walls and the ceiling “come
and go at your pleasure / However you may fancy.” What Goro emphasizes here seems to
be the house’s spatial convenience, as suggested in the way the sliding shoji screens
easily change the spatial structure within the house: “Every room, every doorway — /As
you see it is really most convenient.” As the dialogue goes on, Goro continues to
illustrate such spatial convenience, “pointing” or “making the partitions slide”: The
bedroom can be “here or there... depending...” and the hallway is “in the open” with
“the walls sliding] outward.” Then, when Pinkerton questions the firmness of the
structure, Goro assures him that the house is strong as a tower from ground to roof
(“Saida come una torre da terra, infino al tetto...,” 69).
In R. H. Elkin’s English translation made for the American performances in 1906,
this line is rendered as: “Strong as a marriage contract, secure from floor to ceiling” (69).
Although this translation does not follow the original Italian verbatim, it fits perfectly
well in this dramatic situation, providing a clue that highlights the political implications
of the Japanese house’s spatiality. By associating the leased house with the contracted
marriage, this translation redirects the audience’s attention from the security of the spatial
structure back to its “convenience.” Yet even with the topic changed here, Goro does not
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seem to be avoiding Pinkerton’s question. Quite the contrary, with this reference to
“marriage contract” Goro reveals a perfect understanding of Pinkerton’s concern. In the
first place, as Pinkerton’s marriage broker, Goro is not just introducing Pinkerton to the
house in preparation for his “marriage” with Cio-Cio-San. Rather, Goro is introducing the
house as part of the marriage, or more accurately as part of a “Japanese” way of life, with
a Japanese wife in a Japanese house. What Pinkerton looks for in this house reflects his
expectation of a “Japanese” way of life as commodity, which involves not just a Japanese
wife in a Japanese house, but a Japanese wife of contracted marriage and a leased
Japanese house. When Pinkerton later explains to Sharpless about the Japanese house,
which has a lease for “nine hundred and ninety-nine years” but “with the option, at every
month to cancel the contract,” the very notion of contract further reflects Pinkerton’s
view of Japanese-ness. “I may say,” claims Pinkerton, “in this country, the houses and the
contracts are elastic!” (72). Associating the house and the marriage with “the country” in
contractual terms, Pinkerton reveals his expectation of a contracted marriage in a leased
house as a vision of Japanese-ness, or a vision of the Orient in general.
Indeed, Goro’s assurance about the firmness of the spatial structure secures
Pinkerton’s vision of the Orient as a constructed commodity guarded by a contract in
spatial terms. Pinkerton’s need for a conveniently and elastically contracted space
illuminates his expectation of a Japanese wife in a Japanese house as a vision based on a
concept of boundary. With boundaries defined by contract, Pinkerton’s vision of the
Orient is distanced and fragmentalized from the operatic audience’s world of reality, and
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thus the space for the operatic drama is fictionalized. In other words, only by means of
the contracted boundaries is a space established for Pinkerton’s vision as an operatic
fantasy for the audience’s consumption.
Thus, through the association between the house and the marriage, Goro presents the
house not only as a living space for Pinkerton’s contracted marriage with Cio-Cio-San,
but also as a symbolic space for Pinkerton’s vision of the Orient. During the tour at the
beginning of the opera, what Pinkerton sees of the house spatializes and visualizes
Pinkerton’s “Japanese” way of life in the form of property. Here Goro provides Pinkerton
and the operatic audience at once a space for a marriage and a marriage for a space. Not
only does the marriage of Pinkerton and Cio-Cio-San reside in this space, but also, more
importantly, the whole operatic drama of Madama Butterfly is set in this isolated,
enclosed and self-sufficient space.
Indeed, the spatial features of this leased house for a contracted marriage are
particularly significant for the opera’s production of meaning. The whole operatic drama
of Madama Butterfly takes place at this house, against the background of the Japanese
treaty port of Nagasaki in the early twentieth century. This, then, is the opera’s fictional
setting. In this sense, the opening of the opera functions to introduce spatial features of
the operatic fiction. These spatial features are clearly indicated in the libretto’s
description of the opera fiction’s setting, according to which the space for the opera
fiction includes “[a] Japanese house, terrace and garden. Below in the background, is the
bay, harbour and town of Nagasaki” (69). Located at the outskirt of the Japanese treaty
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port, the opera fiction’s setting involves a double structure. On the one hand, the house
provides limited space—“a Japanese house, terrace and garden”—as the foreground stage
for the operatic world, that is, the fictional world coded in operatic conventions, a space
with which the operatic audience is familiar. On the other hand, the landscape in the
background represents an open space—“the bay, harbour and town of Nagasaki,”
functioning as the fictional setting of the opera fiction, an exotic space that distances the
operatic drama from the audience’s world of reality.
As the operatic fiction’s setting, the scene of Madama Butterfly is endowed with a
“Japanese-ness” by means of three spatial devices: the stage sets with a Japanese-style
house, the name of a Japanese place, and the Japanese character Madame Butterfly. Now,
the operatic drama is impossible without a physical space for the operatic fiction to take
place. This physical space’s capacity to accommodate the operatic fiction, in turn,
depends on the symbolic power of the placename. That is, named as a place, the physical
space of the stage set is transformed into a symbolic system. Yet the operatic scene is not
established until the operatic drama occupies the symbolized physical space as a
performance space.
In the case of the opera Madama Butterfly, the spatial structure of the Japanese
house in the foreground represents the physical space that the stage sets provide for the
operatic drama. By means of the toponymical implication of “the harbour and town of
Nagasaki” in the background, the physical space in the foreground is fictionalized as a
space of Japanese-ness. The introduction to the leased house for a contracted marriage at
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the beginning of the opera, then, establishes a spatial metaphor for a vision of the Orient
that lies as the foundation of the operatic fiction. With Goro showing Pinkerton around
the house, space is prepared for Madame Butterfly, not only as the central character of the
operatic drama, but more importantly as an embodiment of Pinkerton’s fantasy about
Japanese-ness.
In this sense, to cinematize the opera Madama Butterfly means to present the vision
of the Orient as the operatic fiction’s foundation in terms of the spatiality of the opera’s
setting, that is, to visualize on the cinematic screen the Japanese-ness as the operatic
fiction’s setting discussed above. As suggested by the opening sequence, Mitterrand’s
film has restructured the opera’s spatial relationships, with the opposition between the
foreground and the background replaced by an interior-exterior relationship. Thus, on the
one hand, little change is made to the Japanese house as the space for the operatic drama;
yet on the other hand, with the omnipresent camera eye visualizing the toponymy, the
cinematic screen produces a Japanese-ness as the operatic fiction’s setting, with an
illusion of authenticity in terms of visual verisimilitude.
At the very moment of transition from the cinematic exterior to the operatic interior,
when Pinkerton slides open the shoji-screen to reveal himself with the remark “... E
soffitto... e pareti...,” the cinematic screen pronounces the joint of the cinematic and the
operatic with spatial symbolism at once marked by the imagery of the shoji-screen. Here
the shoji-screen metaphorizes the cinematic screen by visualizing the cinematic spatiality
for the operatic drama. The Japanese term shoji literally meaning a “barrier”; as a spatial
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divider, the sliding .v/iq/7-screen is recognized as a fundamental element in traditional
Japanese architecture. Thus the sliding shoji in the Japanese house as the opera’s setting
functions at once as a spatial and a cultural sign. In the opening sequence, then, not only
does the sliding .v/iq/7-screen contribute to the Japanese-ness constructed as the opera’s
setting, but also the sliding .v/?o/7-screen spatializes this Japanese-ness as Pinkerton’s, and
therefore the opera’s, fantasy, a vision of the Orient cinematized.
In traditional Japanese architecture, the sliding shoji-screen is a characteristic device
of spatial manipulation of the exterior-interior relationship, in turn playing the role of a
wall or a door. Above all, the interior-exterior opposition is only made possible with the
shoji-screen in the role of a wall, as a “barrier.” The mobility of the sliding shoji-screen in
the role of a door, however, seduces spatial transgression over the boundary between the
interior and the exterior. Through such manipulations of veiling and unveiling, the sliding
shoji-screen presents Japanese-ness as a place of fantasy for the opera fiction of Madama
Butterfly, structured by an interior-exterior relationship. Here the operatic and the
cinematic are joined in spatial terms. That is, by shoji-ing this place of fantasy, the opera
film presents the operatic fiction’s spatiality based on cinematic visual verisimilitude.

4.2. “D ovunque a l m o n d o the omnipresent camera eye.

This cross-cultural and trans-medial construction of the opera fiction’s setting relies
on an omnipresent camera eye, a cinematic rhetoric by which the opera film produces its
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spatial fantasy. Such spatiality essentially being a cinematic illusion, it is only through an
interior-exterior structure that the camera eye gains its rhetorical power of omnipresence,
playing the role of the audience’s agent of spatial perception. Here the interior-exterior
structured spatiality of the opera film reflects a transgressive power by which the
cinematic screen prepares a vision of place as the accommodation for the opera’s diva,
Madame Butterfly. This cinematic vision of place and the opera diva’s embodiment of a
vision of the Orient form an interdependent relationship, with a dialectic between the
fantasized space and spatialized fantasy. Thus, with the joint of the operatic and the
cinematic operating in spatial terms, the omnipresent camera eye establishes a rhetorical
association between visual verisimilitude and ethnic authenticity. That is, through this
joint of visual verisimilitude and ethnic authenticity, the camera eye presents Madame
Butterfly as the embodiment of Pinkerton’s (and therefore the opera film’s) vision of
Japanese-ness out of a verisimilar vision of Japanese place through the rhetorical power
of cinematic omnipresence.
The verisimilitude of the cinematic vision is based on a paradoxical relationship
between embodiment and incorporeality. On the one hand, by means of the camera eye,
embodiment of the opera’s fictional setting on the cinematic screen features a
transgressive power that breaks the physical limitation of stage performance space; on the
other hand, however, such transgressive power is established at the price of the physical
performance displaced by an incorporeal vision. In this translation from the performance
space to the cinematic vision, the audience’s physical presence is nullified by a virtual
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camera eye. In other words, the camera eye’s omnipresence embodies the operatic space
by displacing its corporeality.
Here the paradox of such a cinematic vision of the operatic space lies in the
devoicing effect due to the absence of the performance space. In a stage production, the
performance space functions as a medium between the fictional world and the audience’s
world of reality. Detached from the physical space of the audience’s world of reality, the
corporeality of the performance space is symbolized as a coding system referring to the
fictional world. At once physical and symbolic, the performance space produces the
operatic scene in corporeality, characterized by the operatic voice as marker of the
performing body. In the opera film, with the performance space absent from the cinematic
screen, the operatic voice withdraws into the recorded soundtracks detached from the
performing body. That is, when the operatic stage is translated onto the cinematic screen,
even with little change made to the operatic stage’s spatiality, the audience has an
essentially different relationship with the opera fiction. With the incorporeal operatic
voice and de-voiced cinematic vision, the opera film anchors meaning production in the
scopic register, the operatic voice detached from the performing body re-assigned to the
cinematic vision, that is, re-defined as diegetic sound in the film narrative, which, as
Robbert Van Der Lek has pointed out, “can be regarded as an ‘object’ ” whose position
“resembles that of a stage prop” (34). That is, in the opera film, the operatic voice no
longer plays a role as the performing agent, but rather retreats to a position that is
secondary to the visual.
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In the cinematic vision of the operatic text, the spectator’s eye is displaced by the
incorporeal camera eye. As a mode of spatial production, the mechanics of the camera
eye depends on this paradoxical relationship between the cinematic vision and the
operatic spectator in order to function as a mode of meaning production. On the one hand,
the cinematic screen embodies a visually verisimilar fictional space that is not bounded
by the physical fragmentation of the performance space. On the other hand, the spectator
has no access to the operatic space as a cinematic vision except through the camera eye.
The incorporeal omnipresent camera eye functions to visualize the toponymy of the opera
fiction’s setting. With the incorporeal omnipresent camera eye functioning as the operatic
audience’s agent of spatial perception, the operatic audience receives this visualized
toponymy not just as setting but, more significantly, as meaning surplus to the opera
fiction. The interior-exterior structure of the opera film’s spatiality suggests to the
audience a sign of the incorporeal camera eye’s omnipresence as a mode of toponymy, as
seen in the opera film’s presentation of Madame Butterfly as the embodiment of a
placename.
In Puccini’s operatic text, Act One functions as an operatic construction of Madame
Butterfly. One major aspect in which Puccini’s opera differs from Long’s short story and
Belasco’s play, on which the opera is based, lies in the opera’s presentation of its title
character. As Susan McClary has observed, “Long’s Pinkerton always calls his bride
Cio-Cio-San; only the narrator refers to her as Madame Butterfly” (21). On the other
hand, Belasco’s play starts with Madame Butterfly waiting for Pinkerton who had left
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three years before, which corresponds to Act Two of Puccini’s opera. That is, in Belasco’s
play, the female protagonist is introduced as “Madame Butterfly” from the very
beginning. In Puccini’s opera, unlike either the short story or the play, the English name
“Madame Butterfly” is used in counterdistinction to the Japanese name “Cio-Cio-San,”
suggesting that the opera’s title character is a construction. Addressed variously by
English, Japanese and Italian names, the female protagonist does not gain her identity as
“Madame Butterfly” until the end of Act One.
The opposition between the English and Japanese names is significant and has both
ethnic and sexual implications. First, both the Japanese name “Cio-Cio-San” (Cio
meaning “butterfly” in Japanese) and the English name “Butterfly” will appear to the
audience with an obvious connotation of ethnic and cultural identity in the opera’s Italian
context, particularly highlighted by the Italian word for “butterfly”farfalla, in
Pinkerton’s comment on the name (73, 95). In Act One, the opera’s title character has
been referred to as “Butterfly” twice. Yet the name “Madame Butterfly” is not established
as the Japanese girl’s name until she has lost her identity as “Cio-Cio-San.” In other
words, the opera’s title character is introduced in Act One and undergoes a transformation
from “Cio-Cio-San” to “Madame Butterfly.”
Right in the middle of the wedding reception, when the Japanese guests at the
wedding are toasting the newly married couple, the bride’s uncle the Bonze appears,
calling the bride “Cio-Cio-San.” Disclosing the bride’s visit to a Christian mission, the
Japanese uncle accuses her of renouncing the Japanese community. “Scandalized” by this
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news, the Japanese guests utter in chorus a “long and loud” shout: “Cio-Cio-San” (89).
When the Japanese guests continue to repudiate the Japanese girl with the “long and
loud” shout “Cio-Cio-San,” Pinkerton intervenes “authoritatively” as master of the house:
“Leave my house, I command you. Here I’m the master. I’ll have no curses and no
disturbances here.” Thus the wedding ceremony concludes with the guests “all rush[ing]
hastily towards the path which leads down to the town” (90). By ordering the Japanese to
leave the house, Pinkerton has prepared a space in terms of an interior-exterior
relationship, with the interiority of the house associated with the American Pinkerton and
the exteriority of the town associated with the Japanese.
It is in this interior-exterior structured spatiality that “Cio-Cio-San” is transformed
into “Madame Butterfly,” with Pinkerton’s claim to the Japanese girl repudiated by her
community: “All your respected tribe and all the Bonzes in Japan,” sings Pinkerton, “are
not worth a tear from those sweet almond eyes I love so” (90). By comparing
Cio-Cio-San’s Japanese community (“all your tribe and all the Bonzes in Japan”) with
her tears, a sign of her body, Pinkerton has eliminated Cio-Cio-San’s ethnic identity by
sexualizing it.
This sexualisation comes to its climax at the moment when Pinkerton calls
Cio-Cio-San by her name in English: “My Butterfly! What a good name they gave you,
fragile thing of beauty” (“Mia Butterfly... come t’han ben nomata tenue farfalla...”).
Through Pinkerton’s translation of the name, Cio-Cio-San is clearly objectified, as
suggested in the feminized image of “tenue farfalla”—“fragile butterfly” — as well as the
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possessive modifier “mia.” Indeed, the objectification and feminization are so obvious
that the name at once reminds Cio-Cio-San of the image of an insect specimen collection:
“but in your country (oltre mare), if a butterfly is caught by man,” sings Cio-Cio-San
“with an expression of fear,” “he’ll pierce its heart with a needle and then leave it to
perish!” Pinkerton’s reply suggests that he takes pleasure in this imagery of a butterfly
pierced and transfixed: “it never can escape. See, I have caught you... hold you as you
flutter. You’re mine” (95). As Susan McClary has pointed out, with this suggestion of
Pinkerton holding Cio-Cio-San as a butterfly fluttering and unable to fly away, the
audience is “nudged to understand” the conclusive climax of the love duet “as Pinkerton
mounting his newly acquired specimen with his pin” (21). It is at this moment of
symbolic sexual consummation at the end of Act One, with Pinkerton’s summons “vieni,
vieni” and Cio-Cio-San’s ecstatic response “Tutto estatico d’amor ride il ciel...” (95),
that Cio-Cio-San is transformed into Butterfly with metamorphoses in both ethnic and
sexual senses, as if Pinkerton had deflowered Japanese-ness and turned it into an
American vision, “pierced and transfixed.”
The dramatic, verbal and musical presentation of Madame Butterfly in Act One of
the operatic text, from Pinkerton’s first line “E soffitto... e pared...” (and the ceiling and
walls) to Madame Butterfly’s last line “ride il ciel...” (the sky laughs) serves as a
construction of the operatic scene. The moment Cio-Cio-San is transformed into Madame
Butterfly by the end of Act One, she is permanently “pinned” to the Japanese house as the
operatic scene—the space for the operatic performance with Madame Butterfly at the
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centre. As pointed out by Catherine Clément, “[t]he female butterfly is impaled, and the
opera draws out the metaphor to its most simplistic application: first a man’s sexual
member, then a dagger in the body” (45). Thus what makes Cio-Cio-San Madame
Butterfly here is not only the symbolic sexual initiation, but also the dramatic
characterization—the making of Madame Butterfly as the opera’s title character, with the
Japanese house suggestive of the diva’s fate in the opera fiction. In this sense, not only
does the operatic scene function to accommodate Madame Butterfly, but also Madame
Butterfly functions to embody the operatic scene.
This dialectic between spatialization and embodiment is above all reflected in the
interior-exterior structured spatiality of the operatic scene. When Cio-Cio-San is
repudiated by the Japanese community, Pinkerton orders the servants to slide several
partitions to form an isolated space. In response, Cio-Cio-San sings, “Yes, we are
alone ... the world is yonder” (91). Thus for Cio-Cio-San to become Madame Butterfly
means to be positioned in a relationship with Pinkerton in opposition to the outside world.
The operatic scene, then, is from the very beginning defined as the site for Cio-Cio-San’s
transfixing. With the operatic scene as the physical interior space in opposition to the
opera’s setting in “the world” as symbolic exterior space, Pinkerton’s leased Japanese
house is presented as a space that perpetuates Pinkerton’s vision of the Orient as
embodied by his sexual conquest of Madame Butterfly.
In the opera film, this operatic construction of Madame Butterfly is extended to a
cinematic construction, with a visualized toponymical relationship between the interior
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and the exterior as seen in the film’s presentation of Madame Butterfly. In the first place,
on the cinematic screen the Japanese house is introduced to the audience by means of the
omnipresent camera eye transgressing between the interior and the exterior, illustrating
the Japanese house in spatial relationship with the treaty port of Nagasaki, as discussed
above. The Japanese house is further portrayed as a site for Pinkerton’s sexual booty, in
preparation for the transformation from Cio-Cio-San to Madame Butterfly.
The relationship between the interior of Pinkerton’s leased house and the exterior
world is figured in the cinematic presentation of the dialogue between Pinkerton and
Sharpless, the US consul in Nagasaki, especially through highlights in Pinkerton’s aria
“Dovunque al mondo,” in which Pinkerton pronounces his life philosophy in terms of an
ideal sailor’s view of the world. As suggested by the image of the “yankee,” who “scorns
all danger” and “casts his anchor wherever he chooses” and whose “life is not worth
living if he can’t win the fairest pearl of every country,” this view of the world is
structured in a discourse of imperial and sexual conquest. This is further associated with
Pinkerton’s personal winning of “Butterfly” in a marriage contracted “in Japanese style
for the next nine hundred and ninety-nine years,” which leaves him “free though to annul
the marriage monthly” (72), the reference to the contract suggesting the role of the leased
house as the site for the “yankee” sailor’s anchoring in relation to “Dovunque al mondo.”
It is precisely the opera film’s presentation of the Japanese house, at once cinematic and
operatic, that has prepared the space for Madame Butterfly’s entrance.
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4.3. “N ello shosi or fa rem ire fo rellin i p e r r i g u a r d a r the paradox of cinematic
trom pe I’oeil

In Mitterrand’s film, not only is the Japanese house—space for the operatic
drama—presented in relationship to the world through the camera eye’s omnipresence,
but also, in the camera eye’s presentation of the transformation from Cio-Cio-San to
Madame Butterfly, the opera scene’s spatiality is further structured in relationship with
the world in terms of Pinkerton’s view of “dovunque al mondo.” Thus, Madame
Butterfly’s embodiment of the operatic scene features an interior-exterior structure as
cinematic construction of the camera eye’s omnipresence, with fragmentation of the
performance space displaced by fragmentation of the cinematic frame. Such
fragmentation of the cinematic frame characterizes a rhetoric of cinematic trompe I ’oeil,
in which the interior-exterior relationship no longer represents the spatial continuum, but
rather the temporality of film narrative. It is in this way that the camera eye’s
omnipresence qua cinematic vision plays a significant role in the construction of the
opera film’s ethnic authenticity in the visual sphere, through the cinematic presentation of
Madame Butterfly as embodiment of the operatic scene.
Above all, the exterior of the operatic scene as the fictional setting of the opera film
is constructed through cinematic symbolism, not merely in a visually realistic portrayal of
the setting, but rather through cinematic symbolism. This symbolism lies precisely in the
cinematic spatiality constructed through the camera eye as a rhetorical device. According
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to the operatic text, the Japanese house is sited with “the bay, harbour and town of
Nagasaki” below in the background (“Libretto” 69). In the opera film, however, the
setting is not visually presented strictly following this description in the libretto, but is
only symbolized by a torii in the sea. In Japanese culture, a torri is not usually associated
with the town or the harbour. Rather, it is more often found at the entrance to a Shinto
shrine. The torii in the sea, then, does not represent in any way the harbour of Nagasaki.
Rather, it plays a more significant part as a cultural symbol, as if suggesting the border
between Japanese-ness and “dovunque al mondo.” A more realistic cinematic vision of
the treaty port of Nagasaki does not appear on the screen until later in the “Coro a bocca
chiusa” sequence. When Madame Butterfly, Suzuki and the young child stay overnight
waiting for Pinkerton’s return, watching over ships in the harbour and gazing through
three holes in the shoji-screen, the audience sees documentary scenes of the early
twentieth-century Japanese town and harbour with the famous humming chorus in the
background (fig. 86-93). This contrast between the symbolic and documentary
presentations of the opera film’s setting in opposition to the Japanese house calls our
attention to the cinematic embodiment of the operatic scene as a rhetorical effect. That is,
the opera film’s cinematic construction of the operatic scene does not depend on visual
realism, but rather on rhetorical verisimilitude in terms of spatial perception.
Such rhetorical verisimilitude partly relies on the way the opera film presents the
relationship between the torii in the sea and the Japanese house on the hillside in a
cinematic structure of landscape. Throughout the opera film, the torii in the sea functions
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as a cinematic symbol that marks the opera film’s fictional setting in the background in
opposition to the Japanese house as space for Madame Butterfly’s embodiment of the
operatic scene. In this way, the omnipresent camera eye as the audience’s agent of spatial
perception creates a cinematic effect of landscaping, with the audience positioned at a site
at once absent from and present at the operatic scene.
From the very beginning of the opera film, the audience is introduced to the torii in
the sea, the Japanese cultural icon, as if to manifest the Japanese-ness of the opera film’s
setting. Yet this torii is not further defined until later with the entrance of Sharpless, the
US consulate in Nagasaki. As if weary from his long climb uphill, Sharpless sits down at
a table in the garden and looks towards the right of the frame, remarking, “High” (“Alto”).
Pinkerton, who is standing behind Sharpless’s chair, looking in the same direction,
responds, “But beautiful” (“Ma bello!” Fig. 65). It is exactly at this moment that the
camera cuts to a close-up shot of the torii in the sea, with Sharpless’s voiceover,
“Nagasaki, the ocean, the harbour.” In the meantime, two Japanese workers pull a cart
passing in front of the torii (fig. 66). With this view of the sea and the town below the
Japanese house as if from the perspective of Pinkerton and Sharpless, the torii in the sea,
at once a cinematic symbol and a cultural icon, is defined as a reference to “Nagasaki, the
ocean, the harbour.” From this moment on, the image of the torii in the sea will keep
recurring in the film in reference to “Nagasaki, the ocean, the harbour.” For instance, later
when Madame Butterfly looks towards the sea outside the Japanese house, or when
Madame Butterfly, Suzuki and the young child look out through the sliding shoji-screen,
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the camera cuts to a close-up shot of the torii in the sea, and in this way suggests what the
characters look at is the sea, the town and the harbour downhill (fig. 82-83, fig. 84-85).
Yet Sharpless and Pinkerton’s words, “Alto... ma hello,” do not refer to the torii or
the sea, but instead to the view from the Japanese house. Clearly, then, the torii in the sea
is by no means presented just as a view seen from the Japanese house. More importantly,
the torii in the sea functions to landscape the Japanese house as the space for the opera
fiction. Such landscaping essentially depends on the cinematic structuring of the operatic
scene’s background and foreground, with the operatic text’s meaning production engaged
with cinematic views of the opera’s fictional setting. The second close-up shot of the torii
in the sea is representative of the perspective of Pinkerton and Sharpless, characters
within the operatic scene, and corresponds to the image of the torii at the beginning of the
opera film, which is representative of the perspective of the audience, positioned as
spectator of the operatic scene. By this means, an overarching spatial structure is
established between the torii in the sea and the Japanese house. As the opera opens,
Pinkerton and Goro are already inside the Japanese house. Thus, when Sharpless enters to
join them, he appears as the first character to enter the Japanese house from the exterior,
that is, the first character to transgress the exterior-interior boundary in the opera film. On
the cinematic screen, Sharpless enters by walking towards the camera, with a clear view
of the sea in the background (fig. 64). His entrance in the opera film symbolizes the
character’s role as the link between the Japanese house and the world. By means of the
cinematic symbolism, Sharpless’s identity as the diplomatic representative of the United
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States, as well as his role as Pinkerton’s friend who keeps reminding him of the danger in
his “easy gospel” (“facile vangelo”, “Libretto” 72), is associated with the visual and
spatial structures of the opera’s fictional setting, which is further highlighted by surplus
meaning produced through the camera eye in the following scene.
While Pinkerton is showing Sharpless the ninety-nine-year contract for the Japanese
house as his vision of Japanese-ness, there is a moment without vocal performance. In a
manner of speaking, this is a blank moment with the operatic voice interrupted. A typical
stage production, such as Keita Asari’s 1986 production at Teatro alia Scala, would fill in
the blank within the fragmented stage space with Pinkerton’s and Sharpless’s actions or
silent dialogues as de-voiced stage performance accompanied by instrumental music.
Mitterrand’s opera film, however, takes full advantage of the omnipresent camera eye,
with surplus drama added to the film narrative through transgression across fragmented
cinematic frames. Here the camera cuts from the dialogue between Pinkerton and
Sharpless outside the Japanese house in the garden (fig. 67) to the interior of the house,
where Goro, asked earlier to “bring some drink,” is preparing to serve some Japanese tea
and refreshments. Suddenly, a bottle of whiskey enters the frame. As the camera draws
back, the audience sees it is brought in by an African American soldier in US Navy
uniform, and at the same time the audience hears the theme of the American anthem,
which swells to its fullest when Goro is seen drinking from the bottle (fig. 68).
When the camera shifts back to the outside, Pinkerton starts to sing the line “The
whole world over, on business or on pleasure, the Yankee travels,” while in the meantime
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Japanese servants bring out Japanese tea and refreshments under Goro’s instruction (fig.
69). As Pinkerton goes on with the line “He casts his anchor wherever he chooses,”
examining the Japanese refreshments, the Japanese servants withdraw into the house, and
the US Navy sailor comes out of the house with the bottle of whiskey, which the audience
has seen just a moment earlier inside the house (fig. 70). Offering Sharpless a drink of
whiskey, Pinkerton goes on to illustrate his ideal sailor, whose “life is not worth living
unless he can pick the flowers on every shore and love a girl in every port” (“La vita ei
non appaga se non fa suo tesor i fiori d’ogni plaga, d’ogni bella gli amor” “Libretto” 72).
As the aria goes on, Pinkerton refills Sharpless’s glass, stands up and walks with his drink
to the door of the Japanese house, where Goro stands, and claims that in accordance with
his Yankee sailor philosophy, he will “marry by Japanese law for nine hundred and
ninety-nine years, free though to annul the marriage monthly” (“Cosi mi sposo all’uso
giapponese per novecento novantanove anni. Salvo a prosciogliermi ogni mese”
“Libretto” 72). When Pinkerton comes to the line “America forever,” he turns to
Sharpless, raising his glass of whiskey (fig. 71). Then the camera cuts to Sharpless, who
in response also raises his glass of whiskey singing “America forever,” with a clear view
of the sea downhill in the background (fig. 72).
In this sequence, the image of whiskey dominates the dialogue between Pinkerton
and Sharpless, recurring on different levels of the opera film’s production of meaning. On
the poetic level, the whiskey is certainly part of the operatic text, appearing in Pinkerton’s
line “Milk-punch, o Wisky?” in the libretto (72). Thus, logically, the whiskey plays a part
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in the opera fiction on the dramatic level as a piece of prop. Yet only on the cinematic
level does the image of whiskey play a significant role in meaning production, with the
camera’s manipulation of the image of whiskey in association with American-ness and
the world and in a contractual relationship with Japanese-ness and the Japanese house.
First, in the association between the image of whiskey and the musical theme of the US
Anthem through Pinkerton’s aria “Dovunque al mondo,” surplus meaning is added to
both the image and the music. Second, by means of the association between the visual
and the auditory, the image of whiskey is in turn associated with the leased Japanese
house and Madame Butterfly as the leased Japanese wife, through Pinkerton’s explication
of his philosophy of life as represented by his ideal sailor.
The surplus meaning of the image of whiskey is by no means independent of the
opera’s musical surface, produced through the cinematicization of the operatic text, with
a visual narrative grafted onto the operatic performance. Constructed through the
fragmentation of the cinematic frame, this “whiskey narrative” in the opera film marks a
transition of the operatic scene on the visual, spatial and symbolic levels. Here, through
the cinematic rhetoric of the omnipresent camera eye, not only does the image of whiskey
transgress the boundary from the interior to the exterior of the Japanese house but also
the narrative of whiskey symbolizes the interior-exterior structured spatiality. Both
visually and spatially highlighted in the opera film, the whiskey in this sequence does not
appear just as a prop, but functions more as a cultural icon of capitalist commodity and
consumption. It is worth noting that in the libretto whiskey is labelled as a drink in
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juxtaposition with “Milk-punch” (72). Yet in the opera film, the image of whiskey, served
by a US sailor, is particularly juxtaposed with Japanese tea and refreshments, brought in
by Japanese servants. In this way, the image of whiskey fetishizes Pinkerton’s view of the
world as represented in his ideal Yankee sailor in the aria “Dovunque al mondo.”
Symbolized with geographical implications of Japanese-ness, American-ness and “the
world,” the whiskey narrative highlights the way fragmentation of the cinematic frame
landscapes the operatic scene as consumable commodity.
The cinematic landscaping in terms of the opera fiction’s setting is best seen in the
opera film’s presentation of the “Coro a bocca chiusa.” When Madame Butterfly sees
through a telescope the US warship “Abraham Lincoln” entering the port, she believes
that Pinkerton is coming back. When night falls, Madame Butterfly suggests, “In the
shoji we’ll make three little holes so we can look out, and still as three little mice we will
stay here to watch and wait” (“Nello shosi or farem tre forellini per riguardar, e sarem
zitti come topolini as aspettar,” “Libretto” 114). In Mitterrand’s film, though, no holes are
made in the shoji screen. After singing the line, Madame Butterfly leads her child and
Suzuki to the shoji screens, which are already half open towards the sea (fig. 84). The
camera cuts to the torii, representative of the sea, the town and the harbour (fig. 85), as
discussed above. As the camera shifts between the torii and the three characters, the night
gets darker and darker and the three appear more and more tired. At last the child and
Suzuki have fallen asleep and Madame Butterfly alone is trying to stay up, watching
through the opening of the sliding shoji-screen. As the audience hears “Coro a bocca
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chiusa,” the camera cuts to documentary footage of early twentieth-century Japan, which
covers the whole chorus before the camera cuts back to Madame Butterfly still gazing
through the opening of the sliding shoji-screen, apparently having stayed up all night.
With this syntax of film language, the audience is powerfully persuaded to see the
documentary footage as a substitute for the torii as representative of the sea, the town and
the harbour. Thus the interior-exterior spatial structure with the Japanese house against
the view downhill as its background is restructured into a visualized relationship between
the operatic drama and its fictional setting. The documentary footage starts with a scene
of traditional Japanese-style parade (fig. 86), and ends with a scene of a harbour and a
ship departing from it (fig. 91-93). In between are several street scenes—an old woman
carrying a child on her back at the entrance to a temple (fig. 87), children playing in the
street (fig. 88), geishas waiting for rickshaws at a gate (fig. 89), or a general view of an
early twentieth-century city, with signs of modernization, urbanization and colonization,
such as the street car, telegraph poles, and European-style architecture (fig. 90).
Clearly, it is impossible to enjoy all these views at once from the perspective of
Madame Butterfly in front of the shoji-screen. Rather, they construct a cinematic view
symbolically established from her point of view. This cinematically constructed
perspective of Madame Butterfly plays a significant role in the cinematic construction of
the character as embodiment of the operatic scene in terms of the question of authenticity
and verisimilitude. Here it is not significant or even relevant whether the documentary
footage was shot in Nagasaki. It is no more than a cinematic vision as part of the film
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narrative. That is, the footage is no less fictional than other cinematic visions in the film
narrative, and functions to represent early twentieth-century Nagasaki like the torii in the
background of the Japanese house shot on a hilltop in Tunisia. Yet the view of the city
and the harbour in the footage is nonetheless visually different from the image of the torii.
Thus, in this sequence, a superimposition is formed in the opera film’s representation of
its fictional setting as the background to the Japanese house, which sheds light on the
question essential to the paradox of trompe-l’oeil. Here the cinematic screen does not
only trick the spectator’s eye by presenting an illusionary three-dimensional vision; more
significantly, with the montage, the vision of fragmented space appears to form a
continuous space beyond the cinematic frame. This illusionary spatial perception is
established by means of the camera eye, at the price of the spectator’s autonomous spatial
perception. The question here, then, is whose vision does the omnipresent camera eye
represent?
The trompe-l ’oeil effect of the documentary footage is above all reflected in the
cinematically constructed perspective of Madame Butterfly. Here the “Coro a bocca
chiusa” sequence can be seen as a moment of film-within-the-film. First, of course, the
documentary footage is not made for, but “quoted” in, Mitterrand’s opera film. Yet more
importantly, this sequence of documentary footage is on the one hand interwoven into the
film narrative, but on the other hand presented to the audience not directly, but as though
through the eyes or imagination of a fictional character. Either as vision or fantasy, the
sequence of documentary footage is framed at a visual level other than that of the image
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of the torii, with Madame Butterfly at once as the viewed on the cinematic screen and
viewer of the cinematic screen. It is by this structure of the visual that the sequence of
documentary footage framed from Madame Butterfly’s perspective comes to characterize
cinematic self-reflection.
According to Christian Metz (1982), film-within-the-film involves the question of
verisimilitude in terms of the spectator’s suspension of disbelief with a three-fold fiction:
“the diegetic events are fictional, that is the first; but everyone pretends to believe that
they are true, and that is the second; there is even a third: the general refusal to admit that
somewhere in oneself one believes they are genuinely true” (72). Thus films within films
“downgear the mechanism of our belief-unbelief and anchor it in several stages, hence
more strongly: the included film was an illusion, so the including film (the film as such)
was not, or was somewhat less so” (74). That is, the film-within-a-film structure above all
functions as a rhetorical device to enhance the suspension effect through a visual framing,
in both cinematic and narratological senses, of the film narrative.
Yet in the “Coro a bocca chiusa” sequence, this device of film-within-the-film has a
reverse effect in terms of the belief-unbelief structure. Although a piece of included film
in Mitterrand’s opera film, the sequence of documentary footage is not presented as
narratologically framed within the film narrative, but as cinematically framed by Madame
Butterfly’s vision. Thus instead of “downgearing the mechanism of our belief-unbelief,”
the sequence unsettles the combination of the cinematic and operatic, with the apparently
authentic documentary footage juxtaposed with the highly fantasized operatic text. At this
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moment of cinematicization of the operatic scene, the logic of verisimilitude should be
thus reversed: “the included documentary film was authentic, so the including opera film
was not, or was somewhat less so.”
In the documentary portrayal of Nagasaki, the omnipresent camera eye is highly
self-reflexive. The portrayal features an omnipresent perspective, shifting from one scene
to another. This is particularly clear in the last scene of the ship, with the camera shifting
from an omnipresent perspective presentation of the harbour (fig. 91) to the perspective
of the crowd waving goodbye (fig. 92) and finally to the perspective of the departing ship
viewing the changing scenes on the banks (fig. 93) before the whole sequence ends and
the camera cuts back to Madame Butterfly gazing towards the opening between the
half-open s/?q/7-screens. All scenes in the documentary footage involve public events. On
the one hand, in all these events the audience is placed in positions of passer-by and
accidental spectator, gazing at the camera shifting between culturally contradictory
scenes, from the first scene of the parade implying a festive sense of returning to cultural
tradition, to the last scene of the departing ship connoting colonization, westernization
and modernization in Japan’s connection with the world. On the other hand, in all these
scenes of public events, the camera exhibits evident self-consciousness, as people in the
cinematic frame keep returning the gaze of the camera (fig. 86-89); thus the audience is
reminded of the spatial fragmentation of the cinematic screen in contrast to the camera
eye’s omnipresent perspective. The sequence of documentary footage produces a
self-reflection of the opera’s fictional setting with all its historical and cultural
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implications.
Throughout the sequence, Puccini’s “Humming Chorus” accompanies the
documentary footage in the background. In other words, this sequence features a
transgression in terms of the cinematic-operatic relationship, with the role of the opera's
musical surface shifted from diegetic music to non-diegetic music. However, presented
through the cinematically established perspective of Madame Butterfly, the operatic diva,
the sequence is nonetheless interwoven into the opera film as part of the operatic text.
Here the chorus voices are incorporeal, because the chorus does not represent the voice of
Madame Butterfly or any other operatic character in Puccini’s work. Yet precisely
because of its incorporeality, the chorus in the sequence serves to represent Madame
Butterfly’s eyes. Thus, through the fictional character’s gaze, the cinematic screen gazes
back.

4.4. “A ddio fio rito a siF : the place of the body and the body of the place

With Madame Butterfly cinematically constructed as embodiment of the operatic
scene, a dialectic between the place of the body and the body of the place is established in
what I have called cinematic trompe-l'oeil effect, in the opera film’s representation of its
setting as a place. On the level of spatial symbolism, this dialectic is reflected in the
opposition between the torii’s symbolic representation of the harbour and the
documentary portrayal of the harbour. In the interior-exterior structured spatiality of the
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opera film, the torii in the sea as the background of the operatic drama plays a role similar
to the vanishing point in the linear perspective, an essential element in the trompe-l’oeil
effect of landscape painting developed during the Italian Renaissance. As established
above, the image of torii marks a boundary between Japanese-ness as the opera film’s
fictional setting and the world beyond the cinematic screen. In this sense, the operatic
scene in the opera film is not cinematized only in its visual presentation, which appears
more like a cinematic stage set with the torii as the vanishing point on the cinematic
screen. Rather, the cinematization of the operatic scene lies in the spatial sphere, featuring
a cinematic trompe-l 'oeil effect of incorporeal embodiment, as seen in the way the “Coro
a bocca chiusa” sequence is presented from the cinematically established perspective of
Madame Butterfly, the operatic character. In contrast to the torii as vanishing point of the
cinematic screen, the omnipresent camera eye constructs a cinematic landscaping based
on fragmentation of the cinematic frame.
In his synthetic study of the notion of “landscape,” John Wylie has “noted that
landscape can be thought of as both something seen and a particular ‘way of seeing’ the
world—both the land and the gaze upon it” (55). In the cinematic mode of landscaping,
the “way of seeing” particularly depends on the fragmentation of the cinematic frame. It
is through this cinematic mode of landscaping that the omnipresent camera eye presents
Madame Butterfly as the embodiment of the operatic scene. In the opera film, when Goro
announces Cio-Cio-San’s arrival, the camera rises and pans until the image of the torii in
the distance comes into the frame. When the camera descends again, the audience for the
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first time sees Cio-Cio-San, coming with her company towards the camera (fig. 74). At
the same time the audience hears the diegetic chorus of the Japanese girls, “Quanto cielo!
Quanto mar!” Throughout the bride’s march towards the Japanese house, the camera
always stays between the sea and the house, between the Japanese girls and the
Americans, shifting from one to the other, but never offering a close up of Cio-Cio-San
(fig. 74-77). Indeed, the audience does not have a close look at Cio-Cio-San until she
arrives at the house, at the very moment when the torii comes into the frame in the
background (fig. 77). With the visual symbolism of the torii and the sea in the
background and the poetic symbolism of the sky and the sea in the libretto, the camera
presents Cio-Cio-San as though she were coming from a space beyond the vanishing
point marked by the torii in the sea. Thus Cio-Cio-San’s entrance in the opera film is
spatialized between the opera’s fictional setting marked by the torii and the sea and the
theatrical space for the operatic drama marked by the Japanese house.
In the sequence of Cio-Cio-San’s entrance, the background of the torii and the sea is
both visually and poetically aestheticized, not unlike a landscape painting of “the lovely
flowers, the lovely sky and the lovely sea” (“Libretto” 75). Above all, in the sequence of
the bride’s entrance, the camera eye functions to landscape the interior-exterior structured
space between the Japanese house and the torii-sea in a role similar to the sliding
shoji-screen, at once veiling and unveiling in its delay of final visual presentation of the
operatic diva throughout the march. Seen this way, Cio-Cio-San’s entrance corresponds
to Pinkerton’s remark about Cio-Cio-San’s beauty at an earlier moment in the opera,
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when he explains to Sharpless his infatuation with Cio-Cio-San, who in Pinkerton’s eyes
“seems to have stepped down straight from a screen” (73). As Jonathan Wisenthal has
pointed out, “[t]his image of painted screen (paravento)” in this line of Pinkerton’s “is
also to be found in all of the predecessor texts,” from Loti to Long and Belasco (7). For
Wisenthal, in all these texts, the metaphor of the Japanese girl coming down a painted
screen confirms that “[o]ne thread that runs through all these narratives is that the
Pinkerton figure’s Orient is a feminized, infantilized, and aestheticized construct” (5).
Evidence of such aestheticization can be found throughout Mitterrand’s film, starting
with images of Japanese-styled artefacts and decoration in the interior of the Japanese
house first seen in the opening sequence (fig. 57-60). When Pinkerton sings the line in
question, he is examining the bride’s wedding gown, a traditional Japanese-style,
beautiful piece of embroidery (fig. 73), which has recurred in the Japanese house among
other Japanese-styled artefacts and decorations (fig. 61, 68, 69, 71). At this moment, then,
the wedding gown at once alludes to the forthcoming wedding and to the Japanese house
as space for the marriage. Thus, with the metaphor of the painted screen in Pinkerton’s
line, the wedding gown foreshadows the love duet’s construction of Madame Butterfly as
aestheticized object in the metaphor of the “pierced and transfixed” butterfly specimen
(see Section 2). In this way, the wedding gown associates the metaphor of the painted
screen with the operatic scene. The sequence of the bride’s entrance, then, can be seen as
a march at once out of and into “the painted screen.”
The omnipresent camera eye, then, aestheticizes the operatic scene by landscaping
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the space between the torii and the Japanese house, with the cinematic frame functioning
at once as a painted screen and an unveiling/veiling .v/?o/7-screen. By means of this
cinematic landscaping, the operatic scene is presented at once as a spectacle and as a
perspective. This spatial structure illustrates a landscaping tension in terms of the camera
eye as the audience’s agent of spatial perception. Indeed, the camera eye’s omnipresence
depends on its incorporeality—without a body, the camera eye does not have to be
anywhere. Indeed, in the film, the spectator’s body is completely absent from the place of
the fiction. The world of fiction is constructed by film language and is manifested to the
spectator through the illusion on the cinematic screen. As the camera “takes” the
spectator to scenes of the opera without the spectator actually being there, mise-en-scene
becomes displacement. Not that the world of fiction is put into the scene, but that the
spectator’s body as an agent of spatial perception is replaced by a camera eye
omnipresent in the fictional world.
With its omnipresence, the camera eye presents to the audience’s eye a theatrical
space with three folds, the foreground stage of “the ceiling, the wall,” the background
landscape of “the lovely flowers, the lovely sky and the lovely sea,” and the space of the
fictional world beyond the torii. This three-fold structure of space can be understood in
terms of Steve Pile’s association of Henri Lefebvre’s “spatial practice,” “representation of
spaces” and “representational spaces” respectively with Jacques Lacan’s “the Real,” “the
Imaginary” and “the Symbolic”:
(Real) Spatial practice embraces not only the organizing principles of production,
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reproduction and consumption...but also the particular locations and spatial sets
characteristic of each society...
(Imaginary) Representation o f spaces is the realm of images—conscious and /or
unconscious, perceived and/or imagined—and hence of knowledge, of signs and
codes.
(Symbolic) Representational spaces embody complex symbolisms. .. which take on
meaning only in the process of exchange and as part of a system of differences; and,
because meaning is associated with value, it is here the power relations are at their
most visible. (156-57)
Attaching to the operatic text imagery of consumption such as whiskey and symbolism of
property such as house contract, the camera eye keeps reminding the audience of the
cinematized operatic scene as a contracted property for the audience’s consumption. The
surplus of the visual in the opera film thus represents the Symbolic/Representational
spaces as a site for exchange values, a site for meaning production.
Above all, the operatic mise-en-scene, just like that in all other theatrical forms,
provides the theatrical space for the fiction, a medium through which the audience
accesses the fiction. Situated in a bi-directional position, directed towards both the real,
performing space and the fictional, represented space, the audience’s bodily experience
functions as a medium between the world of reality and the world of fiction. If the
audience of the stage production closes its eyes to forget for a short moment the world of
reality, to join totally the world of fiction, in the cinema the audience has to do the
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opposite, with eyes wide open, because here the diva’s singing does not take place on the
spot; it marches through the three-fold spatiality, starting from the fictional world beyond
the sky and the sea and ending inside the stage-like house of contracted property.
What the instances of the omnipresent camera eye illuminate is the fact that the
bodily can never be completely free of the symbolic or the imaginary, nor can the eye or
the mind be completely free of the real. As Robyn Longhurst has exclaimed, “Both
bodies and spaces are simultaneously real, material, imaginary and symbolic” (93). The
visual order in opera production may not be so contradictory, because the “realistic”
vision of the cinematic illusion reveals the inscription of social orders through bodily
experience ofjouissance of the eye, a highly eroticized vision through fragmentation of
the cinematic frame.
As Christian Metz has pointed out, “The way the cinema, with its wandering
framings... finds the means to reveal space has something to do with a kind of permanent
undressing, a generalized strip-tease, a less direct but more perfected stripe-tease, since it
also makes it possible to dress space again, to remove from view what it has previously
shown” (77). A literal stripe-teasing can be found in Mitterrand’s film that best illustrates
the mechanism of the cinematic “wandering framings.” When Pinkerton is waiting for the
bride, who is changing at the other side of the sliding shoji-screen, the omnipresent
camera eye shifts between two sides of the screen and cinematically constructs a highly
erotically charged scene with Pinkerton voyeuristically watching Cio-Cio-San as she
changes. What this scene reveals is the dialectic between the body of place and the place
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of the body in the opera film, in which the aestheticization of the cinematic screen
features an incorporeal fantasy. It is precisely this kind of aestheticization that Pinkerton
bids farewell to when he leaves the leased Japanese house towards the end of the
opera/film, as he sings “Addio fiorito asil.” Here the Japanese house spatially constructed
by shoji-ing the fantasy is properly defined as “the flowery refuge”—the refuge for the
aestheticized vision.

Frédéric Mitterand’s cinematization of Puccini’s opera Madame Butterfly indeed
involves more than what Helga Gallimard calls “a piece of beautiful music.” Above all,
the opera film’s embodiment of the operatic scene arouses in the audience an expectation
of visual authenticity. Thus, the production of meaning in the opera film depends on the
omnipresent camera eye as a rhetorical device of trompe-l ’oeil, which persuades the
audience into accepting the verisimilitude, not only of the opera’s setting, the early
twentieth-century treaty port of Nagasaki, but also of the opera’s title character, Madame
Butterfly. Through fragmentation of the cinematic frame, a vision of Madame Butterfly is
constructed as an incorporeal embodiment of the operatic scene. Thus, in its pursuit of
authenticity, the opera film sheds light on the scene as a fantasy of place in the sphere of
the visual. In the Conclusion, I will go on to theorize the scene on the cinematic screen as
a fantasy of place in juxtaposition with the scene on the stage and the scene on the site,
discussed in the two previous chapters.
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5. Conclusion: Displacing the Scene
I started this thesis with a question about the role “space” plays in the corporeal
embodiment of the fictional world, as reflected in the “bare stage,” which represents “the
empty space” before drama fiction takes place. This issue of locating the “bareness” of
stage in the “emptiness” of space implies posing the question of meaning production in
spatial terms: in what sense can the space be “empty”? in what sense can the stage be
bare in the theatre? in what sense can the “emptiness” of space turn into the “bareness” of
stage? To see the issue in a broader context, what role does empty space play in the blank
page of a literary text or the blank cinematic screen? In my investigation of these
questions, I see that which brings together the corporeal form of drama fiction and the
spectator’s world of reality as a fantasy of place—at once a place for fantasy and fantasy
as a place. 1 define this fantasy of place—the fictional world that is necessary for the
drama to take place— with the term “scene”—the place for the drama to be “put in” as in
mise-en-scene.
By this definition, the scene is by definition structured in terms of a paradoxical
spatiality, on the one hand taking a form of corporeality in the material world, and on the
other belonging to a fictional geography. The scene as a fantasy of place thus represents a
mode of meaning production based on a set of spatial relationships among the fiction, the
spectator and “the world” as the space for the spectator’s reality. Situated between the
immaterial and the material, the scene provides a connection between the drama’s world
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of fiction and the spectator’s world of reality. An examination of such a mode of meaning
production should help us better understand not only such artistic forms as literature,
theatre and cinema, but also spatial terms per se that structure our practice of everyday
life.
My thesis has explored the paradoxes of the scene as a place of fantasy through
three case studies: Chinese American director Chen Shi-Zheng's production of a
Sixteenth-Century Chinese Kunju opera, The Peony Pavilion, at the Lincoln Center for
Performing Arts in New York; Chinese director Zhang Yimou’s production of Turandot at
the Forbidden City of Beijing; and French director Frédéric Mitterrand’s opera film
Madame Butterfly. Each production is unique in its own way of representing the scene as
a mode of meaning production. Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion highlights the
paradoxical relation between the drama fiction and its corporeal form on the stage; Zhang
Yimou’s Turandot highlights a “bodiless” aspect of the drama fiction, the paradoxical
proper name of the drama’s fictional setting; Frédéric Mitterrand’s Madame Butterfly
highlights the role of the visual in the fantasy of place reflected in the opera film. These
three paradoxes, which 1 respectively call the paradox of prosopopeia, the paradox of the
proper name, and the paradox of the cinematic trompe-l 'oeil, sheds light on the dialectic
of the “real place” and the “verisimilar representation of place.” The idea of “bringing the
drama fiction to the real place” implied in these three opera productions raises questions
of the “real place” for drama fiction: how does the immaterial drama fiction occupy a
place in the world of materiality? does giving drama fiction a corporeal form make it
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more real? how does the spectator in the world of materiality accept a place as more real,
by an authenticating name or a verisimilar illusion? To conclude this thesis, I would like
to review these questions by examining the way the scene as a fantasy of place is
structured as an allegory of spectatorship.

5.1. The real place: legitimate or verisimilar?

In all three opera productions—Chen’s Peony Pavilion, Zhang's Turandol and
Mitterrand’s Madame Butterfly—the embodiment of the fictional world involves the
question of the “real place.” This “real place” reflects three sets of spatial relationships in
the process of placing the scene—locating the “bareness” of the stage in the “emptiness”
of space—among the fictional world for the stage to accommodate, the world of reality in
which the stage is situated, and the audience as a site of meaning production. In Chen’s
Peony Pavilion, the “real place” reflects the paradoxical relationship between the
fictional world and its corporeal form on the stage; in Zhang’s Turandot, the “real place”
reflects the paradoxical relationship between the stage as representation of the fictional
world and the audience’s presence at the site of the stage in the world of reality; in
Mitterrand’s Madame Butterfly, the “real place” reflects the paradoxical relationship
between the fictional world and the audience’s absence from it. In short, then, the
question of “real place” in all three opera productions is posed in terms of the audience’s
spatial relationships with the fictional world and the empirical world.
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In the process of placing the scene, the audience functions as a site of meaning
production, whose spatial relationships with the fictional world and the world of reality
are established by means of two features of the scene as a place of fantasy: the verisimilar
and the legitimate, the former based on the rhetorical power of the thing-signifier and the
latter based on the discursive power of the proper name. The audience’s reception of the
scene as a fantasy of place thus sheds light on the significance of spatial notions in
everyday practice. In this sense, the scene as a fantasy of place is structured as an
allegory of spectatorship, established upon the spectator’s desire for the “real place”
The relationship between the spectator and the scene as a place of fantasy is
characterized by a bi-directional paradigm as implied in Joel Fineman’s title, “The
Structure of Allegorical Desire,” which, Fineman explains, refers to both “the structure of
allegorical desire” and “the allegorical desire of structure” (26). Such a bi-directional
structure, suggests Fineman, is one of mise en abyme: “the movement of allegory, like the
dreamwork, enacts a wish that determines its progress—and, of course, the dream-vision
is a characteristic framing and opening device of allegory, a way of situating allegory in
the mise en abyme opened up by the variety of cognate accusatives that dream a dream,
or see a sight, or tell a tale” (26).
Indeed, placing the scene follows the logic of a mise en abyme allegory in spatial
terms, with a desire to place a place or spatialize a space, parallel to the desire to “dream
a dream, or see a sight, or tell a tale.” As a site of meaning production, the audience
occupies a space and/or takes up a place. Here the terms “space” and “place” are used
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according to de Certeau’s distinction, which parallels the linguistic distinction between
performance and competence (“space is a practieed place,” “like the word when it is
spoken”): a place “is the order in accord with which elements are distributed in
relationships of coexistence,” whereas a space “is actuated by the ensemble of
movements deployed within it” (117). In this sense, the audience as a site of meaning
production takes up a place precisely by occupying a space. Here the audience occupies a
space not only in the physical sense, but more importantly, in the way the audience as a
site of meaning production is determined by the spatial terms of the practice of everyday
life.
The scene, then, is self-reflexive as an allegory of spectatorship precisely because of
the spatial relationships that have determined the audience as a site of meaning
production, through the rhetorical effects of the verisimilar and the legitimate.
Understood in this way, the scene as a fantasy of place in Chen’s Peony Pavilion, Zhang’s
Turandot and Mitterrand’s Madame Butterfly features a self-reflexive allegory of the

audience's surveying space, with the idea of the “real place” as the other to the spectator
as an agent of spatial perception, and with the scene as a structure of mise en abyme to
spatialize the space and to place the place.

5.2. The scene as a signifier: invention of the other

The mise en abyme structure of the allegory of spectatorship is best illustrated by
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Jacques Derrida’s reading of Francis Ponge’s poem “Fable” in “Psyche: Invention of the
Other.” Ponge’s text is obviously of a self-reflexive nature, with its title as both a proper
name and a genre name, with its first word quoting itself, and with its inversion of the
conventional narrative-moral structure of the Fontainian fable. By means of this
self-reflexivity, Ponge’s text displays a structure of mise en abyme: “Fable gives itself...
by itself... And its double strike is its invention. This singular duplication is destined for
an infinite speculation, and the specularization first seems to seize or freeze the text” (15).
Derrida sees such self-reflexivity as “invention”: Ponge’s fable “Fable,” characteristic of
an “allegory of allegory,” presents itself... as an invention.” It “is inventing itself as fable.
It tells an apparently fictional story... But first ‘Fable’ is the tale of an invention, it recites
and describes itself’ (10). Thus Ponge’s text demonstrates Derrida’s idea of invention as
invention of the other, “the singular structure of an event that seems to produce itself by
speaking about itself, by the act o f speaking o f itself once it has begun to invent on the
subject of invention” (6-7).
The scene as a fantasy of place features exactly such an act of speaking of itself, in
the way it presents itself, or rather, invents itself as a space for space and a place of place.
Above all, the process of placing the scene invents in the sense that it always creates a
new space—a scene that has never been before. Indeed, each theatrical production is an
original copy. It is always the first time the fiction is put on in this specific place and at
this specific time. Thus theatrical production is always self-reflexive in spatial terms; it is
its own writing of its place as other. This is true even of a theatrical production on
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recorded media: each time a record is viewed or listened to, a new space for meaning
production is generated with the viewer or listener as a site of meaning production, in the
specific place, at the specific time.
In this sense, the scene as a fantasy of place, which in the structure of mise en abyme
is also a place of fantasy, functions as a spatial signifier. With its corporeality, the spatial
signifier is distinguished from the metaphor based on an immaterial mode of meaning
production of symbolization. Yet nor is the spatial signifier of a material form, because it
signifies by the space it takes rather than its corporeality that takes the space. The spatial
signifier takes its form by spatializing itself, establishing a mode of meaning production
in a specular structure. It signifies by inventing—in Derrida’s sense of invention:
“Invention begins by being susceptible to repetition, exploitation, réinscription” (28).
Thus the spatial signifier signifies self-repetitive, self-exploitative and self-inscriptive
spatial orders, with all the possible cultural and ideological implications.
Ponge’s “Fable” ends with two lines in brackets: “(APRÈS sept ans de malheurs /
Elle brisa son miroir).” Derrida interprets the “Elle” in this line as psyche in two senses:
first. Psyche, fiancée of Eros in Apuleius’s Metamorphoses, to which Paul de Man has
alluded in “The Rhetoric of Temporality”; second, psyché, which denotes “a rotating
mirror” in French (18). Thus Derrida associates the specular structure of Ponge’s text
with Paul de Man’s interpretation of the Psyche myth as “that of the unovercomeable
distance which must always prevail between the selves” (228). Quoting from de Man’s
“The Rhetoric of Temporality,” Derrida interprets Ponge’s “Fable” in terms of de Man’s
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presentation of irony and allegory as a pair of inverted mirror images, and comes to see
“Fable” as “an allegory stating ironically the truth of allegory that is in the present, and
doing so while stating it through a play of persons and masks” (17).
Here “a play of persons and masks” reminds us of the etymology of prosopopeia,
which de Man recalls in “Autobiography as De-Facement”: “Voice assumes mouth, eye
and finally face, a chain that is manifest in the etymology of the trope’s name, prosopon
poein, to confer a mask or a face (prosopon)” (76). In Feeling in Theory’: Emotion after
the “Death o f the Subject, ” Rei Terada suggests an understanding of Derrida’s psyche as
the reverse of de Man’s prosopopeia: “ ’psyche’ concerns itself with invention most of
all... because invention in one sense designates exactly what prosopopoeia isn’t.
Prosopopoeia reproduces more of the same, while an invention has to be new—one can’t
claim to ‘invent’ something that already exists” (135). Yet isn’t it also true that, for
Derrida, “Invention begins by being susceptible to repetition” (28)? Derrida’s psyche is
the reverse of de Man’s prosopopeia, then, as though they formed two sides of a psyche,
or rotating mirror. (Doesn’t Derrida invent here by repeating de Man in the first place?)
Here the mise en abyme structure of the scene as a spatial signifier can be further
understood through de Man’s model of prosopopeia in juxtaposition with Derrida’s
psyche as invention of the other.

5.3. Truth/Knowledge: locating the spectator’s desire
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In light of this juxtaposition of de Man’s prosopopeia and Derrida’s psyché, we gain
a better understanding of the scene as a spatial signifier by examining the spectator’s
desire for the “real place.” The mise en ahyme structure of the act of speaking of itself,
according to Derrida, represents a discourse that “would be stating the inventive
beginning by speaking of itself in a reflexive structure that not only does not produce
coincidence with or presence to itself, but which instead projects forward the advent of
the self, of ‘speaking’ or ‘writing’ of itself as other” (6). This invention of the other in
“speaking” or “writing” inevitably involves the role of the audience. Thus, “in speaking
of itself, such a discourse would then be trying to gain recognition by a public community
not only for the general truth value of what it is advancing on the subject of invention...
but at the same time for the operative value of a technical apparatus henceforth available
to all” (6). In the case of mise-en-scène or placing the scene, the theatrical production’s
writing of itself in the fantasy of place and place of fantasy demands recognition; that is,
the scene as a spatial signifier “desires” the audience’s world of reality as its other—a
desire to produce space and to be produced as space through invention of the other. In
this sense, the scene functions as an allegory of spectatorship in a specular structure, with
the spatial signifier locating the audience’s spatial orders as operatic values for the spatial
practices that make the scene’s spatial production possible. Thus the audience’s desire for
a real place is a returned desire that embodies spatial knowledge as operatic values to
make the scene possible as a spatial signifier.
Here spatial orders on the one hand invent, in their production of space, and on the
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other hand repeat in a self-reflexive way, with the produced space as knowledge and truth.
Spatial knowledge is the kind of knowledge that Michel de Certeau discusses in Practice
o f Everyday Life: “This knowledge is not known. In practices, it has a status analogous to
that granted fables and myths as the expression of kinds of knowledge that do not know
themselves.” It is “the know-how of daily practices" that “is supposed to be known only
by the interpreter who illuminates it in his discursive mirror though he does not possess it
either.” “It passes from the unconsciousness of its practitioners to the reflection of
non-practitioners without involving any individual subject. It is an anonymous and
referential knowledge, a condition of the possibility of technical or scientific practices"
(71).
Indeed, the spatial knowledge is knowledge without a subject, and is only embodied
in the condition of the possibility of spatial practices. In this condition, the desire for the
real place demonstrates a pure gaze from the scene as a spatial signifies generated from
the mise en abyme structure of the allegory of spectatorship. In the desire for the “real
place" we recognize psyche as the reverse of prosopopeia, which de Man has explained
as “the fiction of an apostrophe to an absent, deceased, or voiceless entity, which posits
the possibility of the latter’s reply and confers upon it the power of speech” (75-6). The
desire for the “real place” invents the “real place” as other to the place of the
audience—the audience as a site of meaning production; on the other hand, the “real
place” as embodiment of spatial knowledge invents the desire as other to the audience’s
corporeal presence at the site.
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5.4. Displacing the scene: m ise-en-scène as production of space

In “Anthropomorphism and Trope in the Lyric," de Man claims that “either truth is a
set of propositions or truth is a proper name” (241 ). On the one hand, “to say that truth is
a trope is to say that truth is the possibility of stating a proposition; to say that truth is a
collection of varied tropes is to say that it is the possibility of stating several propositions
about a single subject, of relating several predicates to a subject according to principles of
articulation that are not necessarily identical: truth is the possibility of definition by
means of infinitely varied sets of propositions.” On the other hand, “[anthropomorphism
freezes the infinite chain of tropological transformations and propositions into one single
assertion or essence which, as such, excludes all others. It is no longer a proposition but a
proper name” (241). In the process of placing the scene, desire for the “real place”
produces—invents—space, through the trope de Man calls prosopopeia in
“Autobiography as De-Facement,” in the same way that “[vjoice assumes mouth, eye and
finally face” (76). In the case of voice, prosopopeia means to speak in the name of the
other. In the desire for the “real place,” prosopopeia means to speak in the proper name of
the other, that is in the toponym of the other. As spatial knowledge, the “real place”
embodies the truth of the place through the tropological scene-suasion of the verisimilar
and the legitimate.
Thus, to place the scene is to displace the scene in the Freudian sense—not that the
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world of fiction is put into the scene, but that the spectator’s body as an agent of spatial
perception is replaced by a desire for the “real place” as embodiment of spatial
knowledge/truth. In Theater, Theory’, Speculation: Walter Benjamin and the Scenes o f
Modernity\ Rainer Nägele writes,
Because humans have bodies, the mirror will cause some further consequential
displacements in the identification process of the subject. The specular image of
self-consciousness abstracts from the corporeality for the sake of the whole form as
Gestalt. Insofar as the classical drama is the scenic presentation of this specular
subject of self-consciousness, its corporeality is transfigured by the transformation
of gestural theater into pure dialogue, which takes place between the bodies. (12)
Through the scenic presentation of spatiality in a specular structure, the scene as a spatial
signifier allegorizes the audience as the subject in the surveying space. As a site of
meaning production, then, the audience takes place as inscription of spatial knowledge on
the body.
My study of the three paradoxes of the scene as a fantasy of place through the
representation of place in Chen’s Peony Pavilion, Zhang’s Turandot and Mitterrand’s
Madame Butterfly thus sheds light on notions of “space” and “place” in the practice of
everyday life. My thesis treats these three opera productions as cross-cultural and
trans-medial events, and thereby demonstrates the way the discursive formation of spatial
corporeality in theatre and film is determined by spatial orders as cultural conventions,
through the coding-decoding interaction between the production and the spectator, as

reflected in the spectator’s desire for the “real place.” My examination of the three
paradoxes of “placing the scene” as an allegory of spectatorship thus reveals the scene as
a spatial signifier producing space in a specular structure, with mise en scène as mise en
abyme.

My study of three opera productions treats these productions as cross-cultural, as
well as trans-medial events, with a focus on the problematic of the “real” and the
“verisimilar” in their embodiment of “place.” The basic questions 1 ask are: “What does it
mean to produce The Peony Pavilion, a work of traditional Chinese music-drama, in New
York, presenting an illusion of the environment of traditional Chinese theatre on a
western operatic stage?” “What does it mean to produce Turandoti an Italian opera set in
Beijing for exotic effect, in the Forbidden City in Beijing, presenting an illusion of
‘bringing the fiction home’?” “What does it mean to film an opera, presenting an illusion
of a visually realistic place?” and above all, “Why do spectators want to see fiction in
their ‘real’ places?” 1 answer these questions by plotting the way “place” is discursively
formed through a coding-decoding interaction between the production and the spectator.
Based on my analysis, 1 argue that spatial relationships function as a symbolic system of
cultural conventions that determine our practice of everyday life.
My thesis is of a highly interdisciplinary nature and may be interesting to different
audiences. But above all, the issues my work addresses are of central interest to the
emerging interdisciplinary field of “spatial criticism,” which aims to demonstrate “how

223

space is both a production and a force that, in turn, influences, directs and delimits
possibilities of action and ways of human being in the world.” My thesis contributes to
this project, with case studies in literature, theatre and cinema. These case studies help us
understand the questions of “space” and “place” as cultural notions in two ways. First,
these three works belong to the turn of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, a time
often marked by the term “globalization,” a spatial term; since all three reflect the
cultural conventions of “space” and “place” of this time, my study contributes to our
understanding of our time as an age in which spatial terms predominate. Second, these
works reflect models of meaning production that function not only in literature, theatre,
and film, but also in the practice of everyday life; my theorization of these models thus
furthers our understanding of the cultural implications of spatial terms in everyday life.
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Illustrations
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Fig. 1. Stage set of Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion. The central structure with the
backdrop down, representing a traditional Chinese stage. (All stills are captured from
DVD unless otherwise indicated).

F ig . 2 . S t a g e s e t o f C h e n S h i - Z h e n g ’s

Peony Pavilion. T h e c e n tr a l s t r u c t u r e w i t h th e

b a c k d r o p r a is e d u p , o p e n i n g to th e l a n d s c a p e s c e n e r y b e h in d .
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Fig. 3. Stage set of Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion. The audience is separated
from the stage by a pond, with ducks and singing birds symbolizing a traditional Chinese
private garden.

Fig. 4. Stage set of Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion. The smaller pavilion
functions both as a secondary stage and as offstage space open to the audience, with the
performer’s make-up and preparation exposed.
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Fig. 5. Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion. Here the main stage represents an interior
space, with the backdrop marking the entrance and exit in the traditional way

F ig . 6 . C h e n S h i - Z h e n g ’s

Peony Pavilion. W i t h t h e b a c k d r o p r a i s e d u p , t h e m a i n

s t a g e , o p e n i n g to t h e l a n d s c a p e , r e p r e s e n t s t h e e x t e r i o r s p a c e o f t h e g a r d e n .
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Fig. 7. Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion. Du Liniang’s dream of Liu Mengmei.
Notice the multi-fold functions of the Screen with embroidered peonies.

F ig . 8 . C h e n S h i - Z h e n g ’s

Peony Pavilion. T h e s p a c e b e h i n d t h e s c r e e n b e c o m e s th e

“spot beside the peony pavilion.”
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Fig. 9. Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion. Tanci performance in place of Scene 14

Fig. 10. Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion. Tanci performance in place of Scene 26
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Fig. 11. Chen Shi-Zheng’s Peony Pavilion. Liu Mengmei meets Du Liniang’s ghost.
The portrait of Du Liniang is seen facing the audience.

Fig. 12. The construction of the stage set shows that the stage of Bai’s Peony
Pavilion is more “modem” and “western” than “traditional Chinese.” (Yuanmeng 113).
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Fig. 14. Bai Xianyong’s Young Lover’s Edition o f the Peony Pavilion. The flower
spirits in Scene 10. (Yuanmeng 111).
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Fig. 15. Bai Xianyong’s Young Lover’s Edition o f the Peony Pavilion. The final
scene: an instance of the visual effects based on stage decoration, spatial manipulation
and lighting. (Yuanmeng 173.)
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Fig. 16. Woodblock illustration of the scene jingmeng or “Interrupted Dream" in the
1598 Edition of Mudan ling. (Xiquyuyanju tuxiangji qita 220).
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Fig. 17. A late sixteenth-century woodcut illustration of a dream scene. (Mingdai
chuanqi zhi juchangjiqiyishu 63)
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Fig. 18. A 1617 woodcut illustration of the scene xiezhen or “The Portrait”. {Persons,
Roles, and Minds, cover)
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Fig. 19. A stage in the private garden He Yuan. Notice the way it is built over water
and in the form of a pavilion. (Zhongguo gudai juchang shi).

Fig. 20. A stage in the private garden Yu yuan. (Shanghai kunju zhi)
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Fig. 21. Zhuzheng Yuan, a private garden in Suzhou, where a production of Mudan
ting was presented in 1671. (Suzhou gudian yuan!in).
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Fig. 22. A typical pavilion, Zhuozheng yuan. (Suzhou gudian yuan Iin).
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Fig. 23. Zhuozheng Yuan. An example of jiejing or “borrowing scenery.” Notice
how the tower in distance is “borrowed” and become part of the garden. (Suzhou gudian
yuanlin).

Fig. 24. Yihe Yuan, an imperial garden. Another example of jiejing. (Huangjia
yuanlin 182).
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Map 5 . 1 . Ming Peking

Fig. 25. Map o Ming Beijing (Peking: Temples and City Life 1400-1900, 135.)
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Zhong Shan Park and the Imperial Ancestral Hall

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6
7.
8.
9.
10
11

South Gate of Zhongshan Park («♦>Lit 'A E3 Hi H )
von Kettler Memorial Arch
A ltar of Land and Grain ( t t W l t )
Zhong Shan Hall
South G ate of Impenal Ancestral Hall
Halberd Gate ( H D )
Front Hall (ffiW )
Central Hall ( * * )
Rear Hall (JnlB )
Impenal Moat
To the Courtyard

Fig. 26. Altar of Soil and Grain and Imperial Ancestral Temple. {The Search for a
Vanishing Beijing, 78.)
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Fig. 27. Plan of the Three Grand Halls in the Outer Court of the Forbidden City.
(Zhongguo gudai jianzhu shilun, 333. English annotations are mine.)
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Fig. 28. Plan Imperial Ancestral Temple. (Zhongguo gudaijianzhu shilun, 339.
English annotations are mine.)

256

Fig. 29. Taihe dian: The Flail of Ultimate Harmony (Zhongguo jianzhu yishu quanji.
Voi. 1. Gongdian jianzhu 4).
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Fig. 30. The Front Hall of Tai Miao or the Imperial Ancestral Temple. (Zhongguo
jia n zh u yish u quanji. V o l. 9 . M iaotan jia n zh u 9 8 - 9 9 ) . N o t i c e a r c h i t e c t u r a l f e a t u r e s it
s h a r e s w i t h th e H a ll o f U l t i m a t e H a r m o n y ( F ig . 2 9 ) .
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Fig. 31. Model of the set design for Turandot at the Forbidden City. (Captured from
DVD of The Turandot Project).

Fig. 32. The drum corps announcing the opening of the scene. (Captured from DVD).
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Fig. 33. A view of the venue. (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 3 4 . T h e M a n d a r i n ’s a n n o u n c e m e n t w i t h t h e c h o r u s a s “ p o p o l o d i P e k i n o . ” ( C a p t u r e d
fro m D V D ).
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Fig. 35. Timur and Liu emerging from the chorus as “popolo di Pekino.” (Captured from
DVD).

F ig . 3 6 . T h e m a r c h o f t h e s t a t u e . ( C a p t u r e d f r o m D V D ) .
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Fig. 37. The executioner appears from within the statue. (Captured from DVD).
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Fig. 39. The scroll of weaponry turns to reveal the ghost figures. (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 4 0 . “ L à s u i m o n t i d e l l 'E s t . . . ” ( C a p t u r e d f r o m D V D ) .
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'» 4

Fig. 41. Persian prince’s funeral cortege. (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 4 2 . F ir s t a p p e a r a n c e o f P r i n c e s s T u r a n d o t. ( C a p t u r e d f r o m D V D ) .
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Fig. 43. Execution of Prince of Persia. (Captured from DVD).

Fig. 45. The movable pavilion as entrance to the Forbidden City. (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 4 6 . T h e r i d d l e s c e n e . ( C a p t u r e d f r o m D V D ) .
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Fig. 48. Rehearsal of the mandarin’s announcement for the Florence production.
(Captured from DVD of The Turandot Project).
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Fig. 49. Entrance of the three masks in the Florence production. (Captured from DVD of
The Turandot Project).

Fig. 50. Franco Zeffirelli’s stage set for Act One in the 1987 Metropolitan Opera
production. (Captured from DVD).
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Fig. 51. “Popolo di Pekino” in Franco Zeffirelli’s 1987 Metropolitan Opera production.
(Captured from DVD).
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Fig. 52. Opening sequence of Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly, a view of the
coast with a torii in distance (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 5 3 . O p e n i n g s e q u e n c e o f F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f ilm

M adame Butterfly, s i l e n t v i e w o

th e c o a s t (C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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F ig . 5 5 . O p e n i n g s e q u e n c e o f F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f i l m

M adame Butterfly: torti a s

b a c k g r o u n d o f h u m a n a c tiv itie s (C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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Fig. 56. Opening sequence of Frédéric Mitterrand’s Film Madame Butterfly: time and
place (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 5 7 . O p e n i n g s e q u e n c e o f F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f ilm

M adame Butterfly: i n t e r i o r o f

th e h o u s e (C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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Fig. 58. Opening sequence of Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly, interior of
the house (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 5 9 . O p e n i n g s e q u e n c e o f F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f ilm

M adame Butterfly : t h e s l i d in g

s h o ji-s c re e n (C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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Fig. 60. Opening sequence of Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. “... E
soffitto... e pareti...” (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 6 1 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f i l m

M adame Butterfly, “ s a l d a c o m e u n a t o r r e d e

t e r r a , in f in o a l t e t t o . . . ” ( C a p t u r e d f r o m D V D ) .
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Fig. 62. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly, “looking for the bride”
(Captured from DVD).

F ig . 6 3 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f ilm

M adam e Butterfly : “ t h e g u e s t l i s t ” ( C a p t u r e d

fro m D V D ).

274

Fig. 64. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. Entrance of Sharpless
(Captured from DVD).

F ig . 6 5 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f i l m

M adam e Butterfly: “ H i g h . . . b u t b e a u t i f u l ”

(C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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Fig. 66. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly: “Nagasaki, the ocean...the
harbour” (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 6 7 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f ilm

M adame Butterfly : T h e n i n e - h u n d r e d - n i n e t y -

n in e - y e a r le a s e (C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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Fig. 68. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. The whisky (Captured from
DVD).

n.

■

\K
-- *

^ "-** ~

F ig . 6 9 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f ilm

X Jf

M adame Butterfly : “ D o v u n q u e a l m o n d o ’

(C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).

Ill

Fig. 70. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly: “AFfonda l’ancora alla
ventura” (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 7 1 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f i l m

M adame B utterfly : “ A m e r i c a f o r e v e r ! ”

(C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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Fig. 72. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. “America forever!’
(Captured from DVD).

F ig . 7 3 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f i l m

M adam e B utterfly : “ S h e s e e m s to h a v e s t e p p e d

d o w n s tra ig h t fro m a s c r e e n ” (C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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Fig. 74. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly: Entrance of Cio-Cio-San
(Captured from DVD).

F ig . 7 5 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f ilm

M adame Butterfly. “ T o a r e a l lif e f r o m

A m e r ic a !” (C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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Fig. 76. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. “Quanto Cielo! Quanto
mar!” (Captured from DVD).
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F ig . 7 7 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f ilm

K

M adame B utterfly : “ Q u a n t o C ie lo ! Q u a n t o fio r i!

Q u a n to m a r ! ” ( C a p t u r e d f r o m D V D ) .

281

Fig.78. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. Pinkerton waits for his bride,
who is changing on the other side of the shoji (Captured from DVD).
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M adame Butterfly. P in k e r t o n w a it s f o r h is b r id e ,
w h o is c h a n g i n g o n t h e o t h e r s i d e o f th e shoji ( C a p t u r e d f r o m D V D ) .

F ig . 7 9 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f ilm
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Fig. 80. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. Pinkerton waits for his bride,
who is changing on the other side of the shoji (Captured from DVD).

M adame Butterfly : P i n k e r t o n w a i t s f o r h is b r i d e ,
w h o is c h a n g i n g o n th e o t h e r s id e o f t h e shoji ( C a p t u r e d f r o m D V D ) .

F ig . 8 1 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f ilm
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Fig. 82. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly: Madame Butterfly watching
towards the sea (Captured from DVD).

F ig . 8 3 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f i l m

M adame B utterfly : T h e c a m e r a c u t s f r o m

M a d a m e B u t te r f l y to t h e t o r ii in t h e s e a ( C a p t u r e d f r o m D V D ) .
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Fig. 84. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly: “Nello shosi or farem tre
forellini per riguardar, e sarem zitti come topolini as aspettar” (Captured from DVD).

Fig. 85. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. The camera cuts from the
three characters gazing through the gap between s/îo/ï-screens to the torii in the sea
(Captured from DVD).
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Fig. 86. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. “Coro a bocca chiusa’'
(Captured from DVD).

F ig . 8 7 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f i l m

M adame Butterfly. “ C o r o a b o c c a c h i u s a ”

(C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).

286

Fig. 88. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. “Coro a bocca chiusa”
(Captured from DVD).

F ig . 8 9 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f i l m

M adam e Butterfly. “ C o r o a b o c c a c h i u s a ”

(C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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Fig. 90. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly: “Coro a bocca chiusa’
(Captured from DVD).

F ig . 9 1 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f i l m

M adame Butterfly: “ C o r o a b o c c a c h i u s a ”

(C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).

288

<■

? Iff

UBS 551 SSS SIS SSI !**

ii,

Fig. 92. From Frédéric Mitterrand’s film Madame Butterfly. “Coro a bocca chiusa”
(Captured from DVD).

F ig . 9 3 . F r o m F r é d é r i c M i t t e r r a n d ’s f i l m

M adame Butterfly: “ C o r o a b o c c a c h i u s a ”

(C a p tu re d fro m D V D ).
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Appendix 2. List of Chinese and Japanese terms and names
A
antou xi

B
Bai Xianyong

0

Beijing chubanshe

C
Cai Yi

M i£
m iE iz

Cai Zhengren
changci
Changling

Deis]
-fel^

Chen Congzhou

m um

Chen Shi-Zheng
“Chongke qinghuige pidian Mudan ting fanli”
chouxiang
chuanqi
cio
“cong jinhou ba mudan ting mengying shuang miaohua.”

“M ^ Jn
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m m »”

D
Du Liniang

$J:RÜ£ll

F
Fang Jiaji
Fei Yong
FengYingliu
Fudan daxue chubanshe
Fu Xinian

G
Guangming ribao

( 3 t 0 Îfê»

Gugong tuishi lu

H
“Hanxu ting”
Huacheng chubanshe
Huadong shifan daxue chubanshe
huangjia yuanlin

Huang Qiongpan

HSR)#

Huang, Ying
J
Ji Cheng

i+J$

Ji men
jianchang
Jiang Jurong
Jiangsu jiaoyu chubanshe
jiejing

tiiKSti

“d tii

“Jiejing duijing”
Jin Hongda

“fa

^>^34

Ct^^»

jingmeng
Jushikaolun

K
kunqu
Kunshan

Mift
Mill

L
Laodong renmin wenhuagong

^Zyfj
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Lee, Ou-Fan
Liao Ben
lieqi xinli
Linchuan

ifójii

Lingen dian

m&m

Liu Qing
Liu Dunzhen

* y * tt

Liu Mengmei

m&m

Lou Qingxi
Lu Eting

fá n m

M
Mei Lanfang
“Meiguo de Mudan ting yu Zhongguo de Tulanduo"

miaotan jianzhu

JSÍz JÉÍr

Mingdai chuanqi zhi juchang jiqi yishu

C

^

Sy ±¿9S M

7R))

“Mingdai gongdian tanmiao deng da jianzhuqun zongti guihua shoufa de tedian”

Mudan ting

{& ñ¥}

“BJ
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Mudan ting: cmtou yu chcmgshang
“Mudan ting de erdu chuangzuo”

f$—S'frJ'fE”

“Mudan ting jiaban yanchu chutan”
“Mudan ting yanchu xiaoshi”
Mudan ting yanjiu ziliao kaoshi
“Mudan ting zai kunqu wutai shang de liubian”
moli hua

N
Nanxi

P
pinghua

Wi3i

pingtan

ft#

0
Qian Yi
Qian Decang
Qianqing gong

I tM'B

“Qingdai de xiqu fushi shiliao”

1?»
iEfb®

Qinian dian

4/f

“Qu hai yi shao”
Quyi congtan

“tì M ~ ^ ”
Ctì

))

R
Renmin wenxue chubanshe
riyuejing

0 ft íü

5
Shandong huabao chubanshe

l-Lj^sSílxtijJi&ti:

Shanpoyang
Shanghai guji chubanshe

JiiSiÉíllttJJi&ti:

Shanghai Kunju Company
Shanghai kunju zhi
Shanghai sanlian shudian
Shanghai wenhua chubanshe
Shanghai xiju
Sheji tan
sheng
shoji

« _ t J & J ))
fchSizi

Jl/f93t'íb¡ü)ííx:fet
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shuimo shen

B iM #

shuochang

i#,0||

Su Shi
Su Shi shiji hezhu

/£»

Sun Dazhang
Suzhou gudian yuanlin
Suzhou yuanlin

T
Taihe dian
Taihu
Taimiao

^:/ eI

Taimiao ban tulanduo
tanci

^iii]

“Tancixuan daoyan”

#H ”

Tang Xianzu
Tiananmen
Tian tan
ting

j^iz;
^

Tuanjie chubanshe

S l U ttHtSit
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W
Wang Anqi

i

Wannian huan
Wanli

Tiff]

Wanzhen

CiTtH}

wenci
Wen Yuhang

/U i M

Wode yinyue wangshi
Wu men

Ci£&51=f F M iS »

H

Wutai shenghuo sishi nian{^ n

X
xieyi

WM

xiezhen

m m

Xu Fuming
Xu Jichuan
Xu Shuofang
xuetou

1®^

“Xiju / Huayuan”
xiqu

ft

“5 f tJ g iJ - i6 S "

S 23 “I" ^ »

297

Xiqu yu yanju tuxiang ji qita

0 j t ft

Xuelin manlu
Xuesheng shuju

Y
Yang Xiaomei
Yao Xufeng
Ye Changhai

nt-fe}§

YeTang
yihuangqiang
Yongle

7k^

Youyuan

{ M El»

“Yu Bai Xianyong tan sänge banben Mudan ting"

0 5feJ§i$H'/pii&;2P Ctt£i-

?»”
“Yu Cai Zhengren tan sänge banben Müdem ting”
Yuanmeng: Bai Xianyong yu qingchunban Mudan ting

Yu Zhuoyun
Yuan Pengfei
Yuan ye

«@ ;ä»

(®

: 0 % JÜ^ f t # JiStt

Yuanye tushuo

0/nf

Z
Zhang Chenshi
Zhang Hongyi

ïfàLWi

Zhang Yimou
Zhang Yimou: tiaozhan tulanduo

Ci&llîli : $li

[§ iÉ

)

ZhaoJingshen
zhezi xi
zhi

s

(4 10

Zhongguo gudian xiqu xuba huihian
Zhongguo yuanlin jianshang cidian

C410 0 ^ : 1 1

Zhongguo gudai jianzhu shilun
Zhongguo gudai juchang shi

<(ft10
« 4 10 "¿Tf'cJSU^

Zhongguo jianzhu gongye chubanshe
Zhongguo jianzhu yishu quanji
Zhongguo quyi chubanshe

îft'hvè))
»

4 1S M m X iktÜ K S tt

{
410 ft Z, IbUS-H:

Zhonghua shuju
Zhongshan gongyuan
Zhongzhou guji chubanshe

ft JÎ SS/E^)>

^¡dhj

Zhou li

CMI^L»

Zhou Ming

JUnS

Zhou Suqin
Zhou Weiquan

mmx

Zhu Jiajin
Zhu Jianming
zhugongdiao
Zhui hai qiu
Zijin cheng
zuo tu you shu
zuo zu you she

*mw
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